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CHINA GIVES ITS RESERVES

HON. LES AuCOIN

OF OREGON
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr, AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to share with my colleagues two
articles, one which appeared in the
July 14, 1978, Washington Post and the
other in the Wall Street Journal on
July 5, 1978.

As you know, I have strongly sup-
ported increased trade with the People's
Republic of China, a country that is now
undergoing rapid industrial expansion,
and thus could be a vital trading partner
for the United States which has a mas-
sive trade deficit.

The articles reprinted below are fur-
ther evidence of China’s need for cred-
its and their interest in such financing.
Meeting that need was the purpose of
my amendment to the Export-Import
Bank Reauthorization Act:

[From the Washington Post]
CHINA GIVES ITS RESERVES

China has more than $2 billion in foreign
currency reserves but will need extensive ad-
ditional foreign funds in two years to finance
its modernization program, Kyodo News
Bervice reported yesterday.

In a dispatch from Peking, Kyodo quoted
Chinese Vice Premier Li Hsien-Nien as tell-
ing a visiting delegation from Japan’s Mit-
sui Industrial Group that China will ask for
such funds in two year's time.

“We can do without foreign funds this
year, because our foreign currency reserves
at the moment total well over $2 billion,"
Li was quoted as saying.

Kyodo said it was the first time a senior
Chinese government official disclosed the
specific amount of the country’s foreign ex-
change reserves.'

[From the Wall Street Journal]

CHINA APPEARS Po1sEp To TAKE PLUNGE INTO
WoRLD MARKETS To SEEK DIRECT LOANS

Hone KonGc—China's new leaders appear
to have decided to abandon one of their
most cherished principles—the rejection of
direct loans—in a reversal that has far-
reaching implications for the country's eco-
nomic development.

Reports reaching Hong Kong in recent
days, while a major conference on finance
and trade was in session in Peking, indicate
that fundamental pollicy changes are un-
der discussion. Direct borrowing had been
ruled out in the past on the ground that
China wanted to be self-reliant. One of
China's boasts in the 1960s was that it was
a country with "neither internal nor ex-
ternal debts.”

Last week, however, vice Premier Li Hslen-
Nien, the country's top financial planner, is
understood to have told visiting members of
Britain's Parliament that China intends to
start borrowing money from British banks.

On BSaturday, a high Communist source
in Hong Kong said privately that it is only
a matter of time" before China would ac-
cept loans openly. The source acknowledged
that, after all, deferred payments on foreign
plant purchases, which run into billions of
dollars, are merely a thinly disguised form
of loan.

And on Sunday, an American businessman
who had Just arrived from Peking said that
a senior China trade official had confirmed
to him that the possibility of accepting loans
was “under consideration”.

China's willingness to accept loans would
add powerful impetus to its efforts to achieve
rapid economic modernization. Although it
has set itself ambitious targets to be
achieved by the turn of the century, its
ability to import costly but essential foreign
technology and plants is limited by the
amount of foreign exchange it can earn
through exports.

VIEWED AS GOOD RISK

Bankers and financial analysts generally
consider China a good risk, and there prob-
ably won't be any shortage of willing lend-
ers. One Western economist estimated that
China, which earned about &7 billion in for-
elgn exchange through exports last year and
which is estimated to have &4 billion to 85
billion In reserves, could borrow $7 billion
without difficulty.

Another analyst, however, felt less san-
guine and said that once China's borrow-
ings got up to 8§56 billlon or so, ‘"‘Bankers
would start to think about how China would
repay its debts "

In view of the country’s good credit stand-
ing, he estimated that China would prob-
ably be charged Iinterest rates lower than
those for other less developed countries—
perhaps one percentage point, or even less,
above the London interbank rate for dollars.
Even lower interest rates are avallable from
ald-glving agencles, such as International
Development Agency, but China isn't a
member of the World Bank, the IDA's par-
ent body, and also may decline loans given
in the form of aid.

An economist at a U.S. bank in Hong
Kong said that many countries maintain a
debt-service ratio of 20 percent, that is, their
payments wouldn't be any more than one-
fifth of their annual forelgn-exchange earn-
ings. Using this ratio, he sald, China's bor-
rowings could rise to as much as $12 billion
for long term loans, and if, as expected,
Chinese exports increase sharply, the coun-
try's borrowing capacity also would rise
proportionately.

EARLIER DEBTS

The economist observed that China’s debt-
service ratio in recent years has ranged be-
tween 4 percent and 23 percent, and he eés-
timated the 1977 level at 11 percent. These
debts were incurred in earlier years when
Chins went on a buying spree and imported
several billion dollars of complete plants on
a deferred-payment basis.

The importance of foreign credits was un-
derlined in a major speech delivered at the
finance and trade conference by Yu Chiu-li,
a vice premier and head of the state plan-
ning commission. The speech, delivered Sun-
day, openly discussed offsetting deposits that
the Bank of China maintains with foreign
banks, a practice that is an indirect form of
borrowing as foreign banks deposit hard
currencies with the Bank of China, which
in turn deposits equivalent amounts of non-
convertible renminbi, Chinese currency, with
those banks,

Mr. Yu, in his speech, implied that such
forms of borrowing may increase, “Along with
the growth of forelgn trade and expanded
relations with other countrles, the role of
the bank will be expanded and financial ac-
tivities with foreign countries will increase,"”
he saild. "We must receive and use foreign
deposits in a planned way, handle well the
deposits of overseas Chinese, international

settlements and insurance operations . .. and
develop friendly international exchanges
through the bank's relations with foreign
countries."

SEEKS ECONOMIC GROWTH

Mr. Yu said that the baslic princlple of
China's financial work was *“to increase state
revenue and credits through the growth of
the economy.”

If China does go into direct borrowing, 1t
is likely to begin on a relatively small scale.
Mr. Yu, In his talk, sald China intends to
finance imports of new technology primarily
through increasing its export earnings.

He said China would adopt “common in-
ternational practices” and apply these
“flexibly” in its attempt to “achleve mod-
ernization rapidly and correctly.”

As an example of new flexibllity, Mr, ¥Yu
sald that foreign equipment could be im-
ported and pald for with the products pro-
duced. Presumably, this means that China
could, for example, import coal-mining
equipment and pay for the equipment with
the coal produced.@

EULOGY TO M. L. “RANDY"
RANDOLPH

HON. SPARK M. MATSUNAGA

OF HAWAIL
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, with
the untimely and unexpected sudden
passing of M. L. “Randy” Randolph on
Sunday, July 9, the people of Hawaii lost
one of its most public-spirited and com-
munity-minded citizens. As one of his
many friends and one who learned to love
and respect “Randy” as the perfect gen-
tleman that he was, I mourn his depar-
ture and rise to pay tribute to his
memory.

Mr. Randolph, a native of Bayou
Goula, La., had, since his arrival in
Hawaii during World War II, devoted
himself to making the Island State a
better place in which to live. A trustee of
the James Campbell estate for the last
21 years, he was also a past president of
the Chamber of Commerce of Honolulu
and served as president of the board of
the Downtown Improvement Association
of Honolulu for many years. His vigorous
efforts in behalf of downtown Honolulu
earned him the title “Mr. Downtown."

A progressive, people-oriented busi-
nessman, “Randy” Randolph also gave
generously of his time to the Honolulu
Symphony Society, the Honolulu Acad-
emy of the Arts, and the Bishop Museum
Association, believing that the arts and
humanities play an important role in
shaping the quality of life in a city like
Honolulu.

“Randy” Randolph, in the years since
statehood, helped to make Hawaii a
Pacific center of trade, culture, and edu-
cation, He will be very much missed and
I know that all Hawaii joins me in ex-
tending heartfelt sympathy to his widow,
Hildegard, and the other members of his
family. The Aloha State is a much better
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place in which to live because “Randy”
Randolph lived there.®

SHCHARANSKY TRIAL—A
TRAVESTY OF JUSTICE

HON. LEO C. ZEFERETTI

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

@ Mr. ZEFERETTI. Mr. Speaker, last
week the world heard the sentencing
of Anatoly Scharansky and Alexandr
Ginzburg and mourned along with their
wives, relatives, and friends. We, in free
societies, are shocked at the extreme
harsh punishment given to these two
“dissidents.” Yet, at the same time, we
are disgusted with the officials of the
Soviet Union who have, once again,
shown the world their determination to
silence those individuals who speak out
against their government, and speak out
for freedom.

Because of their candor, they have
been given harsh jail sentences. Mr.
Ginzburg was convicted of anti-Soviet
agitation and sentenced to 8 years in a
strict labor camp to be followed by 3
vears of internal exile. Mr. Scharansky,
on the other hand, was found guilty of
treason, anti-Soviet agitation and prop-
aganda. He received a 13-year sen-
tence—the first 3 years to be served in
prison and the remainder in a strict-
regime labor camp, an extremely harsh
sentence which could most certainly
kill him.

Both men were members of a group
monitoring the Soviet observance of the
1975 Helinski Agreement. As a signa-
tory of the United Nations Universal
Declaration on Human Rights and as a
party to the Helinski Final Act, the
Soviet Union had indicated its commit-
ment to internationally recognized hu-
man rights. The world’s regard for the
Soviet Government's observance of hu-
man rights declined sharply as a result
of the harsh and discriminatory treat-
ment of these two men. In addition, at
least 2 dozen members of this group are
already imprisoned and, quite inevitably,
all other members involved in this orga-
nization will be silenced—whether it be
by imprisonment or by other means that
the Soviet aggressors will eventually
decide.

Mr. Ginzburg and Mr. Scharansky
are no more guilty than the rest of the
citi;ens of the world who speak out
against prejudice, aggression, and in-
justice. Mr. Scharansky’s “real crime”
appeared to be an expression of freedom
of speech, the desire to emigrate to Israel,
and a history of helping other Soviet
Jews who have been the victims of So-
viet aggression. Acting as a “go-between”
with Western correspondents who wrote
on Russians attempting to emigrate to
I_srael as well as to condemn the repres-
sive tactics of his countrymen, Mr.
Scharansky was alleged to have been
a member of the Central Intelligence
Agency. Nothing could be further from
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the truth. Russian officials have at-
tempted to diseredit him and will stop
at nothing to separate this man from
other individuals in this class-conscious
society. We, in the United States, are
most fortunate that we have the protec-
tion of the Constitution. We are afforded
the freedom to challenge those individ-
uals with whose opinions we differ with-
out fear of reprisal.

The “trial"” dramatized the difference
between the American and Soviet sys-
tem of justice. By prohibiting members
of Scharansky’s family and members of
the Western press, and only allowing
those individuals with “passes’ to attend,
a mockery of a trial existed.

We, as Members of Congress, must ac-
tively fight for the freedom of Anatoly
Scharansky, Alexandr Ginzburg, and
those individuals who are presently being
persecuted in their homeland. Mrs.
Scharansky’s impassioned plea to Con-
gress stressed that ‘‘the Soviet Union
does not react to words.” We must deci-
sively show the Russians that we will
not sit idly by and watch the Jewish
citizens, scientists, and those who con-
tinue to fight for freedom of all individ-
uals be silenced. It is our turn to act.e@

———

THE NATURAL GAS COMPROMISE
PROPOSAL—OR—HOW TO TURN
DISASTER INTO CATASTROPHE

HON. BILL ARCHER

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I have re-
ceived the attached letter from a constit-
uent in Houston and find his comments
to be of great interest. I hope that my
colleagues in the Congress will take the
time to read his perceptive remarks:

I have just read a 21 page summary of a
compromise proposal to be considered by the
conference committee on energy.

My review of the proposal indicates (1)
that for wellhead pricing purpose there Is a
variety of at least 15 types of gas; (2) that
there are at least three different price escala-
tion schedules; and (3) that the sales price
in the market place can only be determined
after the time of sale, if ever.

If the proposal were to become law, the
following would occur:

1. Producers would seldom know with cer-
tainty the price they can expect to receive
for their gas.

2. Consumers of all priorities of service
would never know in advance the price to be
paid for gas.

3. Pipeline companies and distribution
companies would never be able to predict
with reasonable certainty future gas costs or
revenues and would face the difficult, if not
impossible, task of properly billing for and
paying for gas.

The result of passage of a bill incorporat-
ing the terms of the compromise proposal
would be as follows:

1. Drilling activity would be curtailed be-
cause of price uncertainty.

2. Pipeline companies and distribution
companies, because of rate wuncertainty,
would be unable to obtain the financing re-
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quired for capital expenditures needed for
maintenance of service.

3. The price of fuels which are alternatives
to natural gas would remain in a state of
unpredictable change.

4. Household and small commercial gas
customers pay substantially higher prices be-
cause of the underutilization of existing long
distance and distribution pipeline systems.

5. The burden on all taxpayers would be
increased because of the necessity to hire a
new colossal army of government bureau-
crats to attempt to administer compliance
with, what history indicates, would be an
ever increasing list of regulations.

The United States Iis already up to its
belt buckle in federal regulations and gov-
ernment bureaucrats. [For perspective it is
interesting to note that the amount of the
annual budget for the Department of Energy
exceeds the total amount received by pro-
ducers at the wellhead for all gas produced
in the United States last year; such budgeted
amount also exceeds the total cost of all
(ol and gas) wells drilled in the United
States last year.|

Regulation of natural gas field prices has
been a disaster. In my opinion, a vote for the
compromise proposal would be & vote for
turning disaster into catastrophy. I urge you
to favor the consumer and taxpayer by pass-
Ing energy legislation which will imme-
diately remove price controls on crude oil
and natural gas, which will remove unreal-
istic environmental restralnts on mining and
use of coal and which will provide tax incen-
tives for conservation of energy.

Sincerely,
DaAN B, KELLY.@

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK

HON. JAMES M. HANLEY

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, July 18, 1978

® Mr, HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud to join my colleagues and fellow
Americans in recognizing this, the 20th
commemoration of Captive Nations
Week. This recognition is not a celebra-
tion, but a remembrance of the intoler-
able state of world affairs which makes
this week necessary. Having just cele-
brated the anniversary of liberty in our
own land, it is now appropriate to pause
and consider the people in many lands
who are denied the personal freedoms
which we in the United States take for
granted.

Our Nation, which serves as an ex-
ample to so many others, must not fail in
this role by the hypocrisy of letting our
demand for basic human rights world-
wide go undeclared. The meaning of dé-
tente is currently in question. Peaceful
coegistence does not mean that we must
compromise our support of human rights
advocates such as Anatoly Scharansky
and Alexandr Ginzburg. Détente does
not mean turning our backs on nations
held captive under Soviet tyranny.

Furthermore, détente cannot mean
that the Soviet Union may freely choose
which of their international agreements
to which they will remain faithful and
to which they will not. The U.S.S.R. and
33 other nations signed the final act of
the Helsinki accords on August 1, 1975.
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The signers of this final act, including
Moscow, pledged to uphold human rights
and fundamental freedoms. We have re-
cently witnessed a total disregard on the
part of the Soviet Union of this promise.
Their mockery of the agreement is all too
apparent when a letter from the United
States cannot even reach individuals who
monitor the U.S.S.R.'s compliance as a
cosigner, or who simply seek their rights
as guaranteed under the Helsinki ac-
cords. Détente cannot be unilateral. The
agreement, like a contract, must be held
in good faith by both parties.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, may our rec-
ognition of this week give hope and en-
couragement to those oppressed in cap-
tive nations, and serve as a clear message
to the Soviet Union of our position on
their violations as epitomized in Anatoly
Scharansky’s conviction. May we as a
nation state, “I remember, I remember,
and I shall not forget."®

POLITICAL DOUBLE THINK ON ERA
EXTENSION

HON. LARRY McDONALD

OF GEORGIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Speaker, the
subject of the equal rights amendment
seems to be hanging about the neck of
the Congress like an albatross. We again
have the rabid supporters of the ERA
amendment in town grabbing at every-

one's sleeve like the Ancient Mariner of
old to tell their arguments in favor of
ERA. Many a weary State legislator is
wondering why he or she has to keep
voting and voting again on the same con-
stitutional amendment. Now that the
pro-ERA forces have not succeeded they
are before the Congress with their ex-
tension proposal to change the rules of
the ball game. Mr. M. Stanton Evans, in
a recent column appearing in Human
Events for July 22, 1978, describes why
this extension should not be granted and
I commend his arguments to the at-
tention of my colleagues.

The column follows:

PoriTicAL DousBLE THINK oN ERA EXTENSION
(By M. Stanton Evans)

The campaign to extend the time limit for
ratification of the Equal Rights Amend-
ment is as good a specimen of political
double think as one is likely to encounter.

So argues Phyllis Schlafly, chairman of
Stop ERA and the individual who has al-
most singlehandedly deralled the drive for
ratification and reduced proponents of ERA
to the extension stratagem. Mrs. Schlafly re-
cently appeared before the House Judiciary
Subcommittee on Clivil and Constitutional
Rights to deliver a withering critique of the
extension proposal. Her testimony made the
following points:

1. To alter the time frame at this late date
is to change the rules at the end of the
game—rather llke a football team that is
tralling demanding to play a fifth quarter.
It is also to tamper with the approval of
the amendment. Recissions have been voted
in Nebraska, Tennessee, Idaho and EKen-
tucky. It cannot be very plausibly argued
that their previous ratifications would be
contemporaneous with ratifications in the
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1980s when these four states have explicitly
disowned their former action.

4. Proponents of the extension are trying
to stack the deck even further by denying
that a state can rescind its previous ratifica-
tion, In this view, once a state has voted to
ratify it is locked into that position forever.
But states that have refused to ratify can be
continuously pressured to approve the ERA—
for a period up to 14 years! Mrs. Schlafly
notes that the 15 states that haven't ratified
have been compelled to vote again and again
on ERA—24 times in committee, 59 times on
the floor of the legislature.

5. To add an extra fillup of unfairness,
proponents of the extension are contending
that the time frame can be expanded by
simple majority vote, even though the origi-
nal amendment required a two-thirds vote in
both houses of Congress. After passage of a
motion that requires a two-thirds vote, Mrs.
Schlafly observes, a body cannot amend or
change that motion by majority vote.

6. Not content with rigging things in this
respect, ERA proponents have also managed
to rig the hearings on the proposed extension.
In hearings held last fall, Mrs. Schlafly notes,
seven lawyers were heard on the question of
the extension. Six of these were pro-ERA,
and only one came out clearly in opposition
to the extension.

7. The unfairness of the proposal is so
manifest that several liberal spokesmen who
favor ERA have come out against the exten-
sion. Even such liberal volces as the New
York Times and the Washington Post have
criticized the proposal. They understand that
the essence of the demogratic process is to
abide by the rules, and that the suggested
ERA extension is a proposal to do exactly the
reverse.

P.S.—Suggesting that Mrs. Schlafly has cor-
rectly gauged the outlook of her adversaries
was the mentality displayed by ERA propo-
nents as they marched in Washington on
July 9 to demand extension of the time limit.

Indicative of the above-the-law posture
adopted by the extension forces was Gloria
Steinem, editor of Ms, magazine and long-
time feminist leader. “The lawful and peace-
ful stage of our revolution may be over," she
said. “It's up to the legislators. We can be-
come radical if they force us, If they con-
tinue to interfere with the ratification of the
ERA, they will find every form of disobedi-
ence possible in every state of the country.”

In an indirect tribute to the efTectiveness
of Mrs. Schlafly’s criticisms, several speakers
at the pro-ERA rally attacked her by name.
She came under particular fire [or contend-
ing that the marchers represented the same
combination of "Federal employes and radi-
cals and lesbians’ who took part in last year's
International Women’'s Year conference. This
time around, however, the lesbian part of the
charge could hardly be denied, since the par-
ticipation of lesbian groups in the extension
march was obvious and widely reported.@

JAPANESE PLEDGE

HON. C. W. BILL YOUNG

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
the President has just returned from
lengthy discussions with the leaders of
the leading industrial nations and one
of the results was a pledge by the Jap-
anese to help cut the rising volume of
Japanese imports into America.

One of my constituents, Capt. W. C.
Morrill of St. Petersburg, has requested
that I share with my colleagues part of
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a recent newspaper article dealing with
one of Japan’s major exports—auto-
mobiles. Mr. William Safire, the author
of the article, began his comments by
stating that “for every automobile Amer-
ica's free economy sells in Japan, that
nation’s government-monopoly econ-
omy—Japan Inc."—sells 100 automo-
biles in the United States.” This can
be verified by the most recent official
figures furnished by the Office of Trade
Policy of the Department of the Treas-
ury which show that in 1977 the United
States imported 1,341,530 passenger cars
from Japan while exporting 13,592 to
that nation. The ratio is 98.7 to 1.@

ROBERT W. ROBINSON RETIRES

HON. WILLIAM D. FORD

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mr., Speaker,
too often we are inclined to overlook the
vital role played by local officials, both
elected and appointed, in making a real-
ity of the Federal programs that we
initiate here in Congress.

These hard-working citizens at the
local level are the people who put into
practical use the ideas which we incor-
porate here in legislation.

I would like to bring to the attention
of our colleagues the example of one out-
standing local official in my congres-
sional district, who is retiring this
month after many years of service to my
hometown of Taylor, Mich.

This man is Robert W. Robinson, who
is retiring as director of the Taylor
Housing Commission and operator of
the community’'s senior citizen housing
apartments. Prior to that assignment, he
served on the city council, and even
earlier in several appointive positions.

Mr. Robinson has lived in Taylor for
nearly a quarter century. An active
civic leader for many years, he served as
the first chairman of Taylor's Civil Serv-
ice Commission, when the community
was still a township.

When Taylor was incorporated as a
city in 1968, he was elected to the first
city council, and served as an alternative
delegate to the Southeastern Michigan
Council of Governments (SEMCOG).
Mr. Robinson was one of the first com-
munity leaders to recognize the import-
ance of the local-Federal partnership in
using Federal programs and Federal
dollars to help solve local problems.

In his role as a councilman, he worked
hard in Taylor’s successful efforts to
obtain Federal funding for the senior
citizen apartments. In 1976, when the
position of housing director and operator
of the apartments became vacant, Mr.
Robinson was a unanimous choice for
the position. He resigned from the city
council to take over the dual housing
assignment, and has done an outstand-
ing job since that time. The Taylor sen-
jor citizen apartments have been a model
for many others in the area.

I am pleased to bring Mr. Robinson's
accomplishments to the attention of our
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colleagues here foday, Mr. Speaker, and
I know you all join me in sending Mr.
Robinson our thanks and congratula-
tions on a job well done, and our best
wishes for continued success and hap-
piness in all his future endeavors. ®

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK—20TH
ANNIVERSARY

HON. FRANK HORTON

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, July 18, 1978

® Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, it is in-
deed a distinet honor and privilege for
me to participate in this year’'s observ-
ance of Captive Nations Week. This is an
especially important anniversary because
it was 20 years ago that President Eisen-
hower signed into law national observ-
ance of Captive Nations Week.

That we again reaffirm our opposition
to the oppression of the peoples of the
Captive Nations comes at a critical point
in world events. Last week, two Soviet
courts, one in Moscow, the other in Ka-
luga, found guilty two Soviet citizens ac-
cused of treason and espionage, in one
instance, and anti-Soviet agitation in the
other. These verdicts, in defiance of
world public opinion, the Helsinki Accord
and justice, intensify the need to con-
tinue directing world attention to the
plight of millions of people behind the
Iron Curtain. The institutionalized mis-
carriage of justice that was played out in
those two Soviet courts should remind us
that to the Soviets, and Communists
everywhere, human rights do not exist.

In the year that has passed since our
last observance of Captive Nations Week,
there has been little to celebrate and
much to mourn. Last November 4, Presi-
dent Carter announced his decision to
return to Hungary the Holy Crown of St.
Stephen. This tragic decision caused
many in the Hungarian-American com-
munity to question the basis on which
the United States officially speaks out on
human rights violations. Why? Because
the decision to return the crown was an-
nounced on the anniversary of the Hun-
garian Uprising of 1956, crushed so bru-
tally by the Soviet Union and its puppet,
Janos Kadar. There is no reason today to
judge Janos Kadar, then, as now, the
prime minister, worthy of the honor the
return of the crown necessarily implies.

That same source of power which
maintains Janos Kadar at the head of
the Hungarian Government, continues
to act as a barrier between the peoples
of Eastern Europe and their right to self-
determination and freedom. We must not
forget that 60 years ago the Ukraine de-
clared its independence as did Lithuania,
Estonia, and Latvia. We must also re-
member that it was the treachery of the
Soviet Army that shattered the short-
lived independence of these countries. In
the case of all three countries, inclusion
in the Soviet Union has come at an ex-
tremely high price in terms of cultural
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heritage, religious and political freedom.
These rights no longer exist.

The Soviets, however, do not have an
exclusive hold on human rights viola-
tions. Recent reports in both American
and world newspapers have provided
alarming accounts of Romanian repres-
sion of the 2-million-strong H ngarian
minority within Romania. Regrettably,
our State Department does not recognize
this situation within the context of the
Helsinki Accord.

Although we tend to think only of
Eastern Europe when we think of cap-
tive nations we must now extend our ob-
servance to such nations as Cambodia,
Vietnam, Laos, and other nations around
the world where dictatorial regimes have
institutionalized degradation and op-
pression. Many of us are well informed
on the extent to which the Cambodian
Government has gone to reshape that
country. Reports have reached the West
charging the Cambodian regime with the
systematic slaughter of more than a mil-
lion Cambodians. Similar horror stories
have come out of other Southeast Asian
countries.

Our voices denouncing repression
which has become a tragic way of life
wherever communism is a form of gov-
ernment, give hope to those around the
world who may not live in freedom. While
our observance conveys hope, it also
serves notice to the Soviets and all other
violators of human rights that we will
continue to denounce their inhumanity
and instead call for freedom for the more
than 100 million citizens of the captive
nations. ®

JOSEFPH R. RAYMOND

HON. BARBARA A. MIKULSKI

OF MARYLAND
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. Speaker, today I
want to pay tribute to Mr. Joseph R.
Raymond, an old friend and esteemed
citizen of Maryland. Joe Raymond,
deputy auditor general of the Agency
for International Development and a
former member of the Maryland House
of Delegates, died of cancer on July 3 at
the untimely age of 38. His wife Betsy,
his family, his friends, his colleagues, and
I will miss him very much.

As a deputy auditor general for AID,
Joe was the second in command of the
division which oversees spending in for-
eign aid programs. He was involved in
the investigation of foreign research cen-
ters and contracts with other nations. It
is widely recognized that Joe was out-
standing in his position at AID.

A native of New York, Joe moved to
Baltimore when he was 7 and soon
adopted the city as his home. His love
for his community only grew as the years
went by and as he dedicated his life to
the citizens of Baltimore. Joe attended
Georgetown University and graduated
from the Georgetown University Law
Center in 1964.

As an attorney, Joe served both Balti-
more City and the State of Maryland in
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various posts. As a reward for his exem-
plary service, Joe was appointed to fill a
vacancy in the House of Delegates. Dur-
ing his 2 years in the Maryland House,
Joe was a member of the Economic Mat-
ters Committee and was the sponsor of
precedent shattering conflict-of-interest
legislation.

In 1975, Joe became responsible for
drafting, implementing, and monitoring
all Baltimore City affirmative action and
equal opportunity programs, a post he
held until his appointment to AID in
August 1977.

Joe was active in liberal political
causes most of his adult life. He served
as president of the Maryland Young
Democrats and the New Democratic
Coalition of Maryland. He was the
chairman of the 1972 McGovern cam-
paign in the Maryland primary. Joe was
a delegate to the Democratic National
Convention in 1972 and an alternate to
il;géDemocratic Midterm Convention in

Four years ago, I was a candidate for
the U.S. Senate. Many of the old Demo-
cratic pols would not give me the time
of day, let alone any help or encourage-
ment. But not Joe and Betsy. They
immediately stepped forward. They had
me come to their home to meet with a
brilliant political advertising man. What
meant most to me was not the creative
advice but the gesture of friendship ex-
tended to me by Betsy and Joe at a very
;ilfﬂnerable and critical point in my own
ife.

Although Joe had achieved much in
his few years, he never forgot the under-
dog and the outsider. Joe Raymond was
a success in many ways. Most impor-
tantly, he was a success at helping
others.

It is hard to say goodbye to an old
friend. I will miss his humor, his loyalty
to old friends, his energy, his pizzazz.
My only regret is that I will not be able
to tell him personally, “Joe, thanks for
everything.” @

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT RIGHTS FOR
WOMEN

HON. ROMANO L. MAZZOLI

OF KENTUCKY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

©® Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, as one
who cosponsored legislation to prohibit
discrimination on the basis of pregnancy
soon after the Supreme Court decision
in Gilbert against G.E., I rise in strong
support of H.R. 6075.

The net effect of that Supreme Court
decision was to subject 40 percent of
those holding jobs in this country—
women—to the risk of total loss of in-
come because of temporary medical dis-
ability.

What we are talking about in con-
sidering H.R. 6075 is insuring equal em-
ployment opportunity for women, pure
and simple.

The legislation attacks discrimination
on the basis of sex by insuring that preg-
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nancy—like other non-job-related dis-
abilities—is included in employee bene-
fit plans adopted voluntarily or by pri-
vate agreement.

I urge expeditious passage of this anti-
discrimination legislation. It embodies
the principle of equal-employment op-
portunity written into the Civil Rights
Act of 1964. Its time has come.®

CARTER SHOULD THROW THE BUM
ouT

HON. LARRY McDONALD

OF GEORGIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. McDONALD. Mr, Speaker, Presi-
dent Carter has delivered a verbal slap
on the wrist to Andrew Young for his re-
cent outrageous statement on political
prisoners in the United States. How
many more times will Andrew Young be
allowed to torpedo U.S. policy? General
Singlaub had to leave the U.S. Army for
failure to get in line on policy. Is this
a case of some people in the executive
branch being more equal than others?
Columnist James Kilpatrick raised this
point in an excellent column that ap-
peared in the Atlanta Constitution of
July 18, 1978. I commend the column to
the attention of my colleagues:
CARTER SHOULD THROW THE Bum OvUT
(By James Kilpatrick)

WasHINGTON.—There comes a point, even
in the most long-suffering relationship, when
enough is too much. That point was reached
last week with Andrew Young. President
Carter, a baseball fan knows what he ought
to do: Throw the bum out.

If Young were merely Citizen Andrew
Young, or even Congressman Andrew Young,
his outrageous conduct could be ignored. But
he is Ambassador Andrew Young. He is pub-
licly identified as the president’s close friend
and confidant. Mr. Carter has praised him
without reservation as “the best” in his ad-
ministration. But the ambassador doesn't
want to play on the team. He wants to put on
a grandstand performance, solo, popping off
whenever it pleases him.

Let us keep the circumstances in mind, In
Moscow, the trial had begun of Anatoly
Bcharansky on charges of treason. Mr. Car-
ter himself had flatly denled that Scharan-
sky ever had spied for the CIA. The president
had protested and deplored the trial in every
way open to a president. Secretary Vance, in
Europe, had pointedly announced his inten-
tlon to meet with Mrs. Scharansky to ex-
press American sympathy and support.

At preclsely this point, Mr. Young came
lumbering into print, flapping his irre-
sponsible jaw. He gave an interview to a
French newspaper, Le Matin, in which he
pooh-poched the Scharansky affair. The
trial, he thought, was merely a gesture of
defiance and independence on the part of the
Soviet Union.

“After all,” he added grandly, “in our pris-
ons there are also hundreds, maybe even
thousands of people I would call political
prisoners.”

When reporters caught up with Mr. Young
in Geneva, and asked him to verify the quo-
tation attributed to him, he willingly con-
firmed the remark. While nobody is in jail
in America merely for criticizing the govern-
ment, “there are all varieties of political pris-
oners."” People are sent to prison in America
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“much more because they are poor than be-
cause they are bad.”

This reckless performance on Mr. Young's
part is quite simply indefensible, To say that
there may be “thousands” of “political pris-
oners” in American jails is a lie. No semantic
explanation can soften or excuse the bizarre
accusation.

When will Mr. Carter agree that enough is
too much? From the very beginning of his
service in the Carter administration, Mr.
Young has been a large embarrassment. As
ambassador to the United Nations, he 1is
supposed to function as a diplomat, but
diplomacy has no appeal for Andrew Young.
He has insulted the British. He has insulted
the Swedes. He could not find the sense of
restraint that might have prevented him
from saying publicly that South Africa’s
Prime Minister Vorster is "very much over
the hill intellectually and in every other
kind of way."”

The chronicle of Mr. Young's offenses
against taste, truth and diplomacy runs on
and on. In an interview in Playboy, he got
in a slur at former Presidents Nixon and
Ford. They were “racists,” with “no under-
standing of the problems of colored people
anywhere.” In a second installment of his in-
terview with Le Matin, he hurled a fantastic
charge against Rhodesia’s Prime Minister Ian
Smith. Without one shred of evidence, Mr.
Young sald Mr, Smith was responsible for
the massacre of white missionaries.

Mr. Young's record is not wholly disas-
trous, of course. He deserves much credit for
improving American relations with such im-
portant African nations as Nigeria. He has
established good working credentials with
representatives of the Third World at the
U.N., perhaps because many of them are as
irresponsible as he is, But his few successful
efforts pale before the damage he has
wrought in this latest fiasco.

As a general principle, of course, it is ad-
mirable to be loyal to one's friends. Mr. Car-
ter has been loyal to a fault to the Georgians
around him, But If the president now falls
to fire his loudmouthed ambassador, in the
same way that he recently fired General John
Singlaub for failure to play on the team, the
president will have demonstrated a personal
weakness that cannot easily be condoned.@

AN AFFIRMATION OF CONGRES-
SIONAL SUPPORT FOR BILINGUAL
EDUCATION :

HON. MARTHA KEYS

OF KANSAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Ms. KEYS. Mr. Speaker, extended
congressional support for bilingual edu-
cation in American schools, as affirmed
by the House of Representatives July 13
with the passage of H.R. 15, is a con-
cept that has my wholehearted support.

It is essential that we keep our sights
set on the multiple purposes of such
education: To help language minorities
acquire the skills they need to function
in American society, to reinforce cultural
enrichment and to underline the mission
of education to bring each student to
his or her own fullest potential.

H.R. 15 broadens the scope of previous
bilingual education programs by reach-
ing out not only to those children who
speak little or no English, but whose
skills are inadequate in reading, writing
and understanding English. It mandates
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the hiring of teachers with true bilingual
competency and provides, by virtue of an
amendment by Mr., Simon, for schools
to introduce students whose primary
language is English to the classroom to
facilitate the learning by the minority
students. I think such inclusion is wise,
both for the exposure it offers the native
speakers of English as well as for the
cohesion it will bring to the school unit.

My own district contains students
whose schooling can be assisted by the
offering of Spanish as well as native
American languages, but I think we need
to look as well to the rainbow of other
languages our pluralistic culture nur-
tures—as many as 41 in one school dis-
trict in this country and 68 in the na-
tional program. Such color should not
be lost from our awareness, but neither
should it be allowed to bar a child from
his or her just opportunity for instruc-
tion. By using the children’s native lan-
guages as media of instruction, we can
begin to overcome the disadvantages
public schools impose upon minority
children.

H.R. 15 will require each district re-
ceiving assistance under this act to eval-
uate its bilingual education students
after 2 years to determine his or her
need to remain in the program. I hope
the districts will read that provision as
an interest by Congress in Keeping
children in the programs until they are
capable of functioning adequately in
monolingual classrooms and that the
needs of each student should be met.
Contrary to the misgivings of some, I
think the provision will not provide
needless paperwork, but will offer an op-
portunity for close scrutiny of each
student's progress.

Finally, I would like to point out the
clause in the bill that calls for an ad-
visory council, comprising a majority
of parents whose children are in the pro-
grams, to assist the project directors
and comment upon applications for
funds. With language diversity in this
country ranging from Spanish to Chal-
dean, neither Congress nor the Office of
Education is equipped to tailor each pro-
gram to its district. With the help of
the community and skilled educators,
however, this bill will provide the ve-
hicle for each district to help its own
students overcome the difficulties in-
herent in language minority. Far from
accomplishing its ends, bilingual educa-
tion has just begun to equalize educa-
tional offerings for some students and
I am pleased that the House of Rep-
resentatives is prepared to stride for-
ward.®

HONOR LATE SENATOR PAUL H.
DOUGLAS

HON. MARTY RUSSO
OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, July 19, 1978
® Mr. RUSSO, Mr. Chairman, recently
the House passed legislation which will
serve to honor a distinguished gentle-
man, a man who in the course of his life
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and his work in the U.S. Senate brought
honor to himself, his State, and his
Nation. I applaud the passage of the
amendment to the National Parks Act,
introduced by my colleague, Hon. SIDNEY
Yares. It renames the Indiana Dunes in
honor of the late Senator Paul H.
Douglas.

He was a great man, a good man, and
he fought tirelessly the battle for human
rights. Not only was he an effective leg-
islator, he was a compassionate person,
and a thoughtful one,

The late Senator Douglas thought a
great deal about the Indiana Dunes in
particular, He thought about the irre-
placeable loss to the environment if this
national treasure were not preserved; he
thought about the future generations
who would never experience the splendor
of the dunes, and he fought a battle for
them—and won. It became his consum-
ing goal to save this beautiful piece of
land, and it is fitting that we recognize
his contribution by naming the Indiana
Dunes National Lakeshore the Paul H.
Douglas Indiana Dunes National Lake-
shore. It is a magnificent park, and now
it will stand as a memorial to a magnif-
icent human being.®

RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGE-
MENT ACT OF 1978

HON. JOE MOAKLEY

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, today
I am introducing legislation which seeks
to provide States the right to prohibit
Federal radioactive waste storage sites
from being built within their bound-
aries.

We may never face a more pressing en-
vironmental problem than the storage of
radioactive nuclear waste. It is my hope,
through opening up the decisionmaking
process by including States as full part-
ners with the Federal Government, that
a workable solution can be found.

This act, entitled “The Radioactive
Waste Management Act of 1978,” pro-
vides States with the option of vetoing
any Federal radioactive waste storage
site selection within its boundaries,
either through the State legislature or
by calling a Statewide referendum with-
in 120 days of the Secretary of Energy’s
announcement of site selection.

This act does not seek to prevent a
waste repository from ever being built,
but it does seek to insure that the State
selected will have a full role in the deci-
sionmaking process by mandating a legal
obligation for State consultation.

It is important for us to find a work-
able solution to this problem. Unlike
other environmental pollutants, radio-
active wastes remain hazardous for thou-
sands of years; meaning they will have
to be isolated for a time period longer
than any manmade structure has sur-
vived.

Presently, there are about 74 million
gallons of high-level radioactive wastes
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from the Nation’s military weapons pro-
gram being stored at three federally
owned sites, with an estimated 41 million
gallons more expected by the year 2000.

Civilian nuclear powerplant waste
presently totals approximately 3,000
metric tonnes of spent fuel. On top of
this, an additional 17,000 metric tonnes
will be accumulated in the next decade.

The time to act is now. No site has been
selected or licensed for a Federal waste
repository and by passing this legisla-
tion in the 95th Congress, we can work
to guarantee that all interested parties
have a role.®

THE OUTLOOK FOR AGRICUL-
TURAL EXPORTS

HON:- LEE H. HAMILTON

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to insert my Washington Report for
July 19, 1978, into the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD:

THE OUTLOOK FOR AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS

As the trade talks now underway in Ge-
neva reach the critical stage, the experts are
saylng that there can be no general agree-
ment unless the American farmer gets sat-
isfactory concessions. Few people who work
in agriculture would dispute the experts'
claim. The uncertainty of the export market
is one of the greatest problems facing the
farmer today.

Since farm exports began to surge upward
in 1872, the farmer has come to rely on the
export market to absorb an ever increasing
portion of his production. In 1976 over 337
million acres were harvested—the most In
two decades—and about 100 million of those
acres produced for export. All in all, the
farmer receives about one-fifth of his income
from sales overseas.

The farmer is very aware that exports pro-
vide a critical stimulus to the farm economy.
Farm exports of $22 billion In 1875 created
nearly $50 billlon in farm business activity
during that year—$30 billlon in the farm
sector Itself and another $20 billion in the
support sectors that depend on farm exports.
As concerns employment, about one-half
million farm workers are required to produce
for export. Another half-million people have
export-related Jobs in the support sectors.

THe export situation seems to be stable
in the short run. The value of farm exports
was up 5 percent in 1977 to $24 billion,
though volume was down 4 percent to 102
milllon tons. There was serious slippage in
foreign demand for wheat and feed grains.
However, many farm economists have fore-
cast good exports in 1978. Value this year will
probably range from $25 to $26 billion and
volume should increase by a full 11 percent
to 113 million tons.

These figures Indicate that the farmer is
more preoccupied with events a few years
down the road. Will farm exports continue
to rise or will they drop down to the pre-
1972 levels? As I see it, there are several
factors that may keep farm exports high in
the future.

TRADE NEGOTIATIONS

A major factor, of course, {s the current
round of the Muiltilateral Trade Negotiations
in Geneva. These negotiations are intended
to free up world trade by reducing trade
barriers. The farmer has a large stake in the
outcome of the talks. It is essential that his
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export interests not be sacrificed to gain
trade advantages for less efficlent American
industries. It is also essential that the pro-
tectionism of forelgn agricultural markets
be lessened.
WEATHER

Most meteorologists believe that the rela-
tively good weather of the past few years
cannot go on. Some of them have even pre-
dicted long-term changes in climate that
could make American argiculture the per-
manent mainstay of the world food economy
and the only hedge agalnst starvation on a
global scale.

WORLD POPULATION

Many demographers anticipate that by the
year 2000 the world's population will ap-
proach 6.5 billion, possibly even 7 billion—
as many as 2 billion more than were expected
just a decade ago. World food needs will
probably double by the year 2010,

ECONOMIC RECOVERY

The recovery of the world economy from
the 1974-19756 recession is, despite its slow
and painful character, another sign that our
farm exports may pick up in the coming
years, The pressures of inflation and unem-
ployment are easing and solid economic
growth targets are being set in many na-
tions. Higher personal income abroad should
boost farm exports as foreign consumers
choose to Improve their diets.

MARKETING POLICY AND EXPORT FROGRAMS

Observers have noted that the farm export
surge of 1972 was prompted in part by care-
ful market development and new export
programs in the 1950s and 1960s. We may be
able to increase farm exports even further
with an aggressive marketing policy and for-
ward-looking export programs.

TRADE WITH STATE-MARKET NATIONS

A final factor in the future of farm ex-
ports 1s our relationship with the state-mar-
ket nations—especially the Soviet Union,
the People's Republic of China and the coun-
tries of Eastern Europe. They represent the
largest untapped market for our farm goods
even though they bought about 129, of our
exports in 1977. However, expanded trade
with them awalts improvements in diplo-
matic relations and removal of legal barriers
to trade.

Some of these factors are beyond our
reach, but others we can control. Conse-
quently, we should identify the things we
can do to increase farm exports and then
move as quickly as possible to see that those
things get done. Many members of Con-
gress—myself included—are sponsoring leg-
islation to upgrade our export programs and
to open the state-market nations to Ameri-
can farm products. The decisions we make
today may not benefit the farmer imme-
dlately, but they will help him in the long
run.g@

THE VOICES OF PROTEST: WHERE
HAVE THEY BEEN?

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, July 18, 1978

@ Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, there have
been and will be many words spoken and
written about Captive Nations Week. I
realize that nothing that I add to these
thousands of words can dramatically
alter events or convince the President to
speak eloguently and frankly about the
captive nations. For the second year in a
row, the President has issued a bland,
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vague, insensitive Captive Nations
Proclamation. It reads as if it were the
printout of a well-mannered computer
rather than an outpouring of the human
heart in a protest against slavery. The
words “communism" or “Soviet Union”
do not appear, evidently in deference to
the sensibilities of Mr. Brezhnev.

But that, as I said, is beyond my power
to change. I simply want to say this: For
weeks the attention of the Nation and
indeed of the world, has been drawn to
the trials of two Soviet dissidents. Tele-
vision and front page news told of their
plight, Many who had never said an un-
kind word about the Soviet Union de-
nounced the trials.

I am glad to see such a denunciation
of Soviet trampling of human rights. But
as I listened to the speeches calling for
the freedom of the two dissidents, I
could not help but wonder where some
of these voices have been all these years.
It is as if we awoke one morning and
saw headlines: “Sun Rises in East.” Why
should that come as a surprise?

I suppose part of the silence can be
explained by the fact that the trial of
the dissidents received media attention
while the fate of the captive nations has
taken place beyond the glare of television
lighta.

There was no public trial for Poland.
There was no publie trial for Latvia,
Lithuania or Estonia. Hungary was oc-
cupied and dominated. It lifted its head
in 1956 and it was chopped off. After the
first brutal blow of the ax American
media did not pay attention. Czechoslo-
vakia had its brief spring and saw it end
in conquest and betrayal. There was
media attention, but it ended and the
Soviet tanks remained.

All of the people of Eastern Europe
have seen their human rights trampled.
But where have the voices of protest
been? Once a year Captive Nations Week
is ritualistically proclaimed—and then
forgotten.

Denial of human rights? Every day,
every single day, for 40 years in some
cases, millions of Eastern Europeans
have had their human rights denied and
none of the fashionable American news-
papers or television network news shows
care enough to record any of that agony
undergone day by day in ancient and
honorable and once free nations,

I am glad that the conscience of the
West was finally activated by the trial
of these two unfortunate men whose
only crime is wanting freedom, It shows
at least that we still can recognize what
communism means.

But I wonder how much of the protest
we heard was the reaction of those who
are ready to exploit a media ‘event? I
wonder how many of those whose vocab-
ularies were stretched to the limits to
find words tough enough to denounce
the Soviets on the issue of the dissidents,
would have the fortitude and the cour-
age and, yes, the compassion, to say the
same words once the television lights are
off and the reporters go back to doing
stories on how a “thaw"” is taking place
in Eastern Europe?

I wonder how many times during the
next year we will hear the questions:
What about Poland? What about the
Hungarian people? What about Ro-
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mania? What about all the nations now
under Communist totalitarian domina-
tion?

Mr. Speaker, the Congress will not be
remembered by history for the times its
Members spoke eloguent words about
freedom when the television lights were
on. No, it will be remembered for those
who spoke up during those long silences
when it is not favorable to criticize
communism.,

To those who have expressed shock
over the Soviet mockery of justice in the
case of the two dissidents I say: Just
what do you think has been going on for
40 years in Eastern Europe and since
1917 in the Soviet Union? Where were
your protests all that time?

Where have all of these prestigious
journalists and television commentators
been all these years? To listen to them
recently you would think that the trial
and conviction of the two dissidents was
something out of the ordinary.

Let me end by praising those, in the
media and in politics, who have had the
integrity and the courage and the com-
passion, all these years, to tell the truth
about the Soviet Union when it was not
fashionable to do so. They have been
sneered at. They have been ignored. They
have been ridiculed. They were looked
down upon by the opinionmakers who
were so busy creating fantasies about
détente that they could not or would not
believe the hard cold evidence of terror
and oppression. When the winds of fash-
ion change—and they will—those who
care more about fashion than they do
about justice will lapse, once more, into
disgraceful silence. But there will always
be a few to tell the truth. Perhaps, after
all, that is all we can ever expect.®

THE ROAD TO PROSPERITY—PART
XIII—THE JAPANESE ARE DOING
BETTER WITH LESS

HON. WILLIAM A. STEIGER

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

@ Mr. STEIGER. Mr. Speaker, my deci-
sion to propose a reduction in the capital
gains tax rate was prompted, in part, by
a concern over our trade posture. As
ranking Republican on the Trade Sub-
cemmuttee of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, I have participated quite closely
in trade negotiations. It has become evi-
dent that the United States faces in-
creased competition from our trading
partners. Unfortunately, the Carter ad-
ministration does not have a trade policy.

The administration is relying on a de-
valued dollar to create demand abroad
for U.S. exports. To regulate imports
into the United States, the President is
using orderly marketing agreements.
Neither amounts to much of a trade
policy.

What we have to do is increase the
ability of American firms to be competi-
tive both domestically and internation-
ally. This requires lower taxes and more
investment. One way to encourage in-
vestment is to lower the tax on capital

July 19, 1978

gains. The United States has one of the
highest tax rates on capital gains in the
world. We do not encourage investment.
Japan and Germany, our two strongest
trade competitors, have negligible taxes
on capital gains. There is a direct rela-
tionship between the tax on capital, the
ability to invest, and the ability to com-
pete in world markets. By lowering the
tax on capital gains, Congress will help
American firms attract the domestic in-
vestment necessary to compete.

I would like to insert in the RECORD
a brief description of capital gains taxa-
tion in major countries. I have also in-
cluded a letter explaining certain aspects
of the Japanese and German tax sys-
tems. Secretary Blumenthal stated in his
testimony to the Senate Finance Com-
mittee that Japan and Germany do tax
capital. The letter clarifies the situation.
ParT Four: Tax ProvisionNs AFFECTING IN-

PIVIDUAL INVESTORS IN OTHER COUNTRIES
SUMMARY OF INDIVIDUAL TAXATION OF LONG-

TERM CAPITAL GAINS ON PORTFOLIO INVEST-

MENTS IN TEN INDUSTRIALIZED COUNTRIES

This part of our study briefly describes the
taxation of capital gains realized by individ-
uals on the sale of portfolio stock invest-
ments in ten industrialized countries. It dis-
cusses gains from the sale of shares, as op-
posed to bonds, which is some countries are
subject to different rules. Only portfolio
holdings are covered, as opposed to closely
held companies, the sale of whose shares in
some countries is subject to higher taxation.

United States

One half of long-term capital gains are
taxed (one-year holding period) at the ordi-
nary rate. In addition, long-term capital
gains are subject to a minimum tax and re-
duce the income available for the 50 percent
maximum tax on earned income. These pro-
visions produce a maximum effective tax of
just over 49 percent. There is a 25 percent
alternative tax on long-term capital gains
not exceeding $50,000. Short-term capital
gains are taxed at ordinary rates. Capital
gains are also subject to state and local in-
come taxes, which may Increase the effective
rate of taxation.

Australia

Long-term capltal gains (one-year holding
period) on portfolio stock investments are
exempt from taxation. A 1974 proposal to
tax long-term capital gains on securities was
deferred Indefinitely by the government,
Short-term capital galns are taxed at ordi-
nary rates.

Belgium

Capital gains on portfollo investments are
exempt from taxation without regard to
holding period. =

Canada

One half of capital gains are taxed at ordi-
nary rates (maximum 43 percent) without
regard to holding period. Capital gains are
also subject to Provincial taxes at rates
ranging up to 14 percent.

Germany

Long-term capital gains (six-month hold-
ing period) on portfollo stock investments
are exempt from taxation. Short-term capital
gains are taxed at ordinary rates.

Italy

Capital gains on portfolio investments are
exempt from tax without regard to holding
period, If the investment is purchased with
“speculative’”” intent, the gain is taxed at
ordinary rates.

Japan

Capital gains on portfolio investments are
generally exempt from tax, with the following
principal exception. If an individual makes
more than 50 trades during the year com-
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prising a total of more than 200,000 shares of
stock, the individual will be taxed at ordinary
rates on short-term capital gains (5-year
holding period) and on one half of the long-
term capital gains. The individual is also
permitted a statutory deduction of about
$1,700 in computing the capital gain which
is taxed.

Netherlands

Capital gains on portfolio investments are
exempt from tax without regard to holding
period.

Sweden

Forty percent of long-term capital gains
(2-year holding period) are taxed at ordi-
nary rates (maximum 58 percent). Short-
term gains are taxed in full. In addition, a
maximum deduction of SKr 1,000 (approxi-
mately $200) is permitted in computing the
tax base, The taxpayer can treat one half of
the net sales price as acquisition cost when
calculating gains on quoted shares held for
more than 2 years. Capital gains are also sub-
ject to local income taxes, with an average
maximum effective rate of 11 percent.

United Kingdom

Capital gains are generally taxed at a flat
30-percent rate without regard to holding
period. There is an alternative tax whereby
one half of the gain Is taxed at the ordinary
tax rate and gains in excess of £5,000 are
taxed at ordinary rates. If the alternative
method is used, there is in addition a sur-
charge on the gain, which Is treated as In-
vestment Income. The maximum rate of the
surcharge is 15 percent of investment income
in excess of £2,000.

TapLe 4.—Summary of individual taration
of long-term capital gains on portfolio
investments in 10 industrialized coun-
tries—Marimum long-term capital gains
taxr rate and holding period required for
long-term treatment
United States, just over 49 percent®, 1

year.

Australia, exempt, 1 year.

Belgium, exempt, none.

Canada, 22 percent®, none.

Germany, exempt, 6 months.

Italy, exempt, none.

Japan, exempt, none.

Netherlands, exempt, none.

Sweden, 23 percent®, 2 years.

United Kingdom, 30 percent, none.

*Excluding State and local taxes.

DIVIDEND PAYMENTS AND CORPORATE
INTEGRATION

The United States maintains a system of
taxation whereby profits generated by a cor-
poration are subjected to corporate income
tax and distributions to individuals are sub-
jected to full shareholder tax. This system,
referred to as the “classical” system, glves
rise to economic double taxation (as op-
posed to legal or juridical double taxation).
No rellef is granted at the shareholder level
to take into account corporate taxes pald.
Other countries maintaining a classical sys-
tem include Australia, the Netherlands and
Sweden.

A number of countries have adopted Inte-
grated tax systems. The term “Integration"
with respect to the taxation of a corporation
and its shareholders is meant to encompass
a system whereby the Incidence of full eco-
nomic double taxation is mitigated, in whole
or part. Countries recently implementing
such rules have provided for relief coming
either directly at the corporation Ilevel,
through either a split-rate or dividend-de-
duction system, or at the shareholder level,
through an imputation credit mechanism.

Under the split-rate system, the corporate
income tax rate for profits retained in the
corporation is higher than on profits dis-
tributed to shareholders. Japan has adopted
this system. Under the credit mechanism, the
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corporate income tax pald or accrued by the
corporation with respect to distributed prof-
its is partly credited against the shareholder's
personal income tax. Countries using this
system include Belgium, Canada, Italy and
the United Kingdom. Germany has adopted a
combination of split-rate and credlt systems.
FINAL COMMENTS

We would like to add a few concluding
comments of our own to this Part. The differ-
ences between other countries and ours in
the tax provisions affecting individual inves-
tors are astounding. Every other major indus-
trialized country appears to understand that
capital gains should be treated quite differ-
ently from earned Income and should be
taxed at much lower rates than earned in-
come—if at all, Most major countries have
understood the need to eliminate or alleviate
taxation of dividends at both the corporate
and Individual levels. The United States has
not yet taken a serious step in this direction.

Finally, the taxation of Investors should
also be viewed in the perspective of national
economic priorities, not just abstract consid-
erations of equity. What is fairest to everyone
is a national economy that is working well.

If a Government in a highly industrialized
country such as ours imposes significant
taxes on savings and investment earnings
(interest, dividends, and capital gains) In
addition to imposing taxes on earned income,
a bias is created In favor of consumption.
This is because income for consumer outlays
for consumption is taxed only as it is earned.!
On the other hand, funds that are saved and
invested are taxed when originally earned
and then the interest, dividends, and capital
gains produced by their Investment are
taxed.®

As we have seen, most major industrialized
countries create incentives to save and invest.
Such policies stimulate individual capital
formation; they help in the creation of new
business; and they ald companies in building
capacity and productivity. For these reasons,
other countries generally tax capital gains at
much lower rates than earned income—if at
all,

Our present F.I.T. tax system creates a tre-
mendous bias in favor of consumption and
that is one reason why we have the lowest
savings rate among the larger industrialized
countries. We have a progressive income tax
structure and due to changes in the tax laws
that we have outlined, a progressive tax
structure is applied to capital gains, divi-
dends, and interest. Short-term capital gains,
dividends, and interest income can be taxed
at higher rates than earned Income (i.e., up
to 70 percent).

We believe the facts of our economic situ-
ation—and particularly our inflation prob-
lem—call for a change in emphasis towards
encouraging capital formation by individuals,
risk investments that help the growth and
development of smaller companies, and
greater capital spending to improve produc-
tivity.

INGALLS & SNYDER,
New York, N.Y., July 10, 1978.

Hon. CLIFFORD P, HANSEN,
U.S. Senate,
Hon, WiLLIAM A. STEIGER,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

GENTLEMEN: This letter is in reply to the
following testimony of Secretary of the
Treasury W. Michael Blumenthal, before the

! Bales taxes can be an additional factor,
but they are generally small in relation to
income taxes.

!See "The Tax Blas Agalnst Savings,” a
chapter from The Effects of Tazx Policy on
Capital Formation by Norman B. Ture and
B. Kenneth Sanden, published by Financial
Executives Research Foundation, 1977.
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Byrd subcommittee of the Senate Finance
Committee, on June 28, 1978:

“Finally, I wish to say a word about the
very loose international comparisons that
have been made in the debate on this meas-
ure. SBome proponents of 8. 3066 have sug-
gested that our economic performance—in
areas of inflation, in employment, and
growth—has fallen short of that of Germany
and Japan because we tax caplital gains while
they, assertedly, do not. This line of argu-
ment ignores certain important facts. First,
the United States has over the past few
years outperformed most other industrial-
ized countries, including Germany and
Japan, in terms of real growth and in-
creases In employment. Our inflatlon record
is less satisfactory, but Is nonetheless su-
perior to several countries (e.g. Italy) hav-
ing no capital gains tax. Second, Japan does
in fact tax capital gains. As for Germany, it
instead uses an even more comprehensive
tax on annual increases in wealth, whether
or not realized; I doubt that the proponents
of 8. 3065 would prefer the German system
to ours. What all this shows is that making
simplistic international comparisons on a
tax-by-tax basls is a very treacherous busi-
ness."

While Secretary Blumenthal did not spec-
ify to which international comparisons he
was referring, the Ingalls & Snyder study en-
titled “The Diminishing Incentives to In-
vest"”, dated May 9, 1978, did contain a part,
prepared by Price Waterhouse & Co., that
outlined the main capital gains tax provi-
sions for individual investors in ten major
industrialized countries. Therefore, we
should answer some of the polnts ralsed by
the Treasury Secretary.

Our study does not indicate that Japan
has no capital gains tax. Japan does have
capital gains tax provisions, but very few
individual investors are affected by them.
This should be clear when one considers the
following excerpt from page 34 of our study:

“Capital gains on portfollo Investments
(of individuals In Japan) are generally
exempt from tax, with the following prin-
cipal exception. If an individual makes more
than 50 trades during the year comprising
a total of more than 200,000 shares of stock,
the individual will be taxed at ordinary rates
on short-term capital gains (five year hold-
ing period) and on one-half of the long-
term capital gains. The individual is also
permitted a statutory deduction of about
$1,700 in computing the capital galn which
is taxed."

Unless a Japanese individual Investor is
extremely active in buying and selling secu-
ritles (l.e. almost a professional trader) he
is not subject to either long-term or short-
term capital gains taxes.

In Germany, “long-term capital gains (six
months holding period) on portfolio stock
investments are exempt from taxation.
Short-term capital gains are taxed at ordi-
nary rates” (ibid, page 34). There is a net
assets tax, however, which is imposed on
individuals as well as companies and other
institutions.

The net assets tax s an annual tax. Indi-
viduals are allowed liberal exemptions from
it. There is an allowance of DM 70,000 for
the taxpayer himself, an equal allowance of
DM 70,000 for his spouse and one of DM
70,000 for each child under 18 years of age
(and for each child between 18 and 27 years
of age, If he is being educated and main-
talned mainly at the taxpayer's expense).
A single taxpayer is also allowed a deduction
of DM 10,000 from the value of investments,
bank balances, etc. and a married couple is
allowed a deduction of DM 20,000. Thus a
family of four with an investment portfolio
would have allowances totaling DM 300,000
(almost $150,000) that can be deducted be-
fore computing the net assets tax.

The annual rate of the net assets tax for
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individuals amounts to 0.7 percent of the
assessable net assets. Because of the allow-
ances the net assets tax is not applicable to
the average German family. For the wealthy
investor it is a factor but not a very signifi-
cant one. When one considers that there
are no taxes on long-term capital gains in
Germany and that there are special credits
for individuals aimed at alleviating the
double taxation of dividends, we believe that
very few German investors would be willing
to exchange their Investor tax provisions,
plus the net assets tax, for ours.

The Price Waterhouse & Co. booklet
“Doing Business in Germany" contains fur-
ther information on the net assets tax which
is somewhat complex in its application.

Making “international comparisons on a
tax-by-tax basis" is not a simplistic ap-
proach to the problem of predicting the
future impact of changes In tax laws. In
effect, It is one of the few ways of making
an educated guess about how U.S. taxpayers
will behave, based on how people in indus-
trial socleties such as ours have responded
to similar economlic stimull in the past. The
outline we presented in our May 9th study
was based on a considerable body of research
and experience which all points to the same
conclusion: our tax provisions for individ-
ual Investors, particularly for larger in-
vestors, are confiscatory compared to those
of other major industrialized countries. For
example, much more extensive comparison
of individual tax provisions in various coun-
tries, including tax provisions for investors,
can be found in “The Effects of Tax Policy
on Capital Formation" by Norman B. Ture
and B. Kenneth Sanden, published by Fi-
nancial Executives Research Foundation, in
1977, which was referred to in our text.

‘What has been the Impact of the substan-
tial Increases in our capltal gains tax rates
since 1969 on our economic performance vis-
a-vis other large countries, particularly

those with no capital gains taxes? Obviously

this is a complicated question. But the U.S.
has the lowest saving rate among the major
industrialized countries and our onerous tax
provisions for individual investors must con-
tribute to that unfavorable comparison. In
turn, our capital investment in relation to
Gross Natlonal Product is lower than for
other major countries. Lagging capital in-
vestment aggravates a range of problems in-
cluding our poor growth in productivity, our
serious inflation and the difficulties expe-
rienced by many of our industries and com-
panies when they compete in world markets.
Yours very truly,
Oscar 8. PoLLOCK.@

HAROLD NORRIS' “THE LIBERTY
BELL"

HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR.

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, a year
ago during the celebration of Michigan
Week the State senate invited Harold
Norris to read his poetry that had been
published in the Bicentennial year by the
Harlo Press of Detroit and titled, “You
Are This Nation.” A professor of law at
the Detroit College of Law, delegate to
Michigan’s Constitutional Convention, a
principal architect of its bill of rights
provisions, and author of several books
including “Law, Lawyers, and the Con-
stitution,” Harold Norris has also been
a significant poet.
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In the introduction to his volume of
poetry he writes:

I wrote, no, evolved these poems to project
America not only as promise but responsi-
bility, personal responsibility, that this na-
tion is what each American does, that "“you
are this nation.” Yes, I share, I hope deeply,
as well as critically, the Whitman and Mac-
Leish view of our nation as a land of unfold-
ing vistas, and promise, and that poetry
should express The Amerlcan Proposition.

Harold Norris’ poem, “The Liberty
Bell,” which follows is about that propo-
sition, that the Bill of Rights is Ameri-
ca’s public morality and the Liberty Bell
(its inscription reads, “Proclaim Liberty
onto all the inhabitants thereof”) is the
symbol of the Bill of Rights.

Rejecting the notion that poetry is an
instrument of elites and an esoteric art,
Mr. Norris regards it as the truly public
art that expresses foremost a people's
ideals and a Nation's purposes. His own
poetry has happily contributed to the
revival of poetry as a public art. The
great American poet Archibald MacLeish
has called his poetry, not only authen-
tically American but authentically hu-
man and the eminent political chroni-
cler Theodore White was moved to re-
mark, “it is poetry infused with an al-
most forgotten sense of love—love of
country and people, love of America's
monuments and places, love of its future
and heroes. This is a Whitmanesque
voice, whose sound has been too long ab-
sent from our hearts and our culture.”

Harold Norris’ poem, “The Liberty
Bell,” follows:

THE LIBERTY BELL
(by Harold Norrils)
[From “You Are This Nation,” Harlo Press,
Detrolt, 1976]

Does the Liberty Bell lie in state
Silent as moments to the great
With symbolism out of date
And sound as hollow as its fate.

Or can you In your inner ear
The proclamation hear

When your newspaper is near
When your conscience Is clear
When you vote without fear
When children sing and cheer.

Is there a sound effect
You can detect in

Your right to speak,

Your right to seek,

Your right to read,

Your right to lead,

Your right to choose,

Your right to prove,

Your right to fight,

Your right to strike,

Your right to pray,

Your right to play,

Your right to doubt, shout, know, grow,
propose, oppose, elect, reject, expect,
protect;

Your right to in your own way find

Your own inscrutable mind.

Listen in the night

Listen with all your might
With all your common sense
Now and in the future tense
Listen in the light

To your singing Bill of Rights
In the ring

Of the swing

And the swell

Of the cracked and sllent
Liberty Bell.g
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COMBATING PCP (“YANGEL DUST")
ABUSE AND THE ILLICIT MANU-
FACTURE OR SALE OF THIS PER-
NICIOUS HALLUCINATORY DRUG

HON. BENJAMIN S. GILMAN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, last March
I introduced H.R. 11727, a measure that
was cosponsored by 13 of my colleagues
on the Select Committee on Narcotics
Abuse and Control, of which I am a
member, and a measure that would place
Phencyclidine (PCP) into schedule I of
the Controlled Substances Act (Public
Law 91-513, 84 Stat. 1242) and that
would impose mandatory prison sent-
ences for those who illicitly manufacture
or sell PCP or any of its derivatives.
Thirty-seven additional colleagues
joined in this proposal on May 1, 1978
(CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, page 12020),
and today, Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
announce that the following 12 col-
leagues have joined us in supporting
this legislation: the gentlewoman from
Illinois (Mrs. CoLLiNs), the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. DErRwWINSKI), the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. Enc-
L1sH), the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
Evans), the gentleman from New York
(Mr. Fisun), the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. LEAcH), the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. Marks), the gentleman
from New York (Mr. MITCHELL), the
gentlemen from California (Messrs.
Ryan and Stark), and the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WaLsH).

To date, the following 63 Members have
cosponsored this proposal, including 20
Members of the Select Committee on
Narcotics Abuse and Control:

Mr. Akaka of Hawall.

Mr. Badham of California.

Mr. Beard of Tennessee.

Mr. Biaggl of New York.

Mr. Buchanan of Alabama.

Mr. Burke of Florida.

Mr. Carter of Kentucky.

Mr. Cederberg of Michigan.

Mrs. Collins of Illinois.

Mr. Cornwell of Indiana.

Mr. Corrada of Puerto Rico.

Mr. Coughlin of Pennsylvania.

Mr. de la Garza of Texas.

Mr. Derwinski of Illinois.

. Dornan of California.

. Downey of New York.

. Drinan of Massachusetts.
. Duncan of Tennessee.

. Edwards of California,

. Ellberg of Pennsylvania.
. English of Oklahoma,

. Ertel of Pennsylvania.

. Evans of Georgla.

. Fary of Illinols.

. Pish of New York.

. Florio of New Jersey.

. Frey of Florida.

. Guyer of Ohlo,

Mr. Hillis of Indiana.

Mrs. Holt of Maryland.

Mr. Howard of New Jersey.

Mr. Hughes of New Jersey.

Mr. Kemp of New York.

Mr. Ketchum of California.

Mr. Krueger of Texas.

Mr. Lagomarsino of Californla.

Mr. Leach of Iowa.

Mr. McClory of Illinols.
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Mr, Marks of Pennsylvania,
Mr. Mitchell of New York.
Mr. Mitchell of Maryland.
Mr. Murphy of Pennsylvania.
Mr, Murphy of Illinols.

Mr. Neal of North Carolina.
Mr. Ottinger of New York.
Mr, Patten of New Jersey.
Mr. Pickle of Texas.

Mr. Rallsback of Illinols.
Mr. Rangel of New York.
Mr. Rodino of New Jersey.
Mr. Roe of New Jersey.

Mr. Roncallo of Wyoming.
Mr. Ryan of California,

Mr. Simon of Illinois.

Mr. Skubltz of Eansas.

Mr. Stark of California.
Mr. Treen of Louisiana.
Mr. Vento of Minnesota.
Mr. Walgren of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Walsh of New York.
Mr. Whitehurst of Virginia.
Mr. Wolff of New York.
Mr. Zeferetti of New York.

A complete text of this measure, along
with my remarks, can be found in the
ConcrESSIONAL REcorp of March 22, 1978,
on pages 8160-8162. I wholeheart-
edly welcome the support of all my col-
leagues on this legislation that would
impose mandatory prison sentences for
the illicit manufacturer or sale of PCP,
to date the most pernicious hallucinatory
drug on the market that is being con-
sumed by an estimated 7 million of this
Nation’s youth.

Mr. Speaker, under the leadership of
the distinguished Senator from Maine,
Senator HatHAWAY, and the distin-
guishec Senator from Iowa, Senator
CuULVER, respectively the chairmen of the
Senate Subcommittee on Alcoholism and
Drug Abuse and the Senate Subcommit-
fee on Juvenile Delinquency, these two
subcommittees held joint hearings last
month on PCP. Although pressing legis-
lative matters in our Chamber prevented
me from testifying before the joint hear-
ing, I did, however, submit to that dis-
tinguished panel a statement regarding
PCP intoxification, together with my leg-
islative proposal (H.R. 11727) as to how
I believe this Nation should attack that
psychoses-schizophrenia inducing drug.

Mr. Speaker, in an effort to share these
views with my colleagues, I am today in-
serting at this point in the Recorp the
complete text of my statement and I wel-
come the thoughts and comments of my
colleagues on my legislative proposal to
combat PCP abuse and its unlawful man-
ufacturing or sale.

STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE BENJAMIN A.
GILMAN (BEFORE THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE
ON ALCOHOLISM AND DRUG ABUSE AND THE
SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON JUVENILE DELIN-
QUENCY ON PHENCYCLIDINE (PCP) JULY 14,
1978)

Mr. Chairman, I commend you and the dis-
tingulshed members of the Senate Subcom-
mittee on Alcoholism and Drug Abuse and
the Senate Subcommittee on Juvenile Delin-
quency for holding these joint hearings on
Phencyclidine (PCP), to date the most
dangerous hallucinatory drug on the market
and one that has supplanted the mind-
crippling LSD that was so popular among our
teenagers during the mid-1960s and early
1970s.

The devasting and debllitating effects pro-~
duced by PCP intoxificatlon—delusions of

grandeur and persecution, superhuman
strength, irrational, violent and unpredict-
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able psychotic behavior capable of masking
symtoms of schizophrenla—are well docu-
mented; the extensive usage of this horror
drug by an estimated 7 million individuals,
mostly between ages 12 and 25, are well-
known; and the ease by which this drug and
its more than 30 derivatives can be manu-
factured by anyone with an elementary
knowledge of chemistry from readily avail-
able, inexpensive, over-the-counter chemicals
is well-established. Law enforcement author-
ities have attributed hundreds of murders,
suicides, accidential deaths and blzzare self-
inflicted injuries to PCP intoxification. Prof-
its from the sale of this pernicious drug are
enormous. An investment of $100 can produce
PCP worth a street value of about $100,000.

The sallent question is: what are we as
legislators going to do to try to stem this
drug crisis that has reached epidemic pro-
portions among teenagers who are the pri-
mary users of PCP?

As a member of the House Select Com-
mittee on Narcotics Abuse and Control, I
have given considerable thought about how
to attack the PCP problem. I do not claim,
that my proposal is a panacea that will dry
up the demand for this hallucinatory drug,
but I do belleve that it is a starting point. . .
a step in the right direction, which I would
like to share with this distinguished panel
and hope that you would favorably consider
this proposal when you consider S. 2778, the
PCP Criminal Laws and Procedures Act of
1978, a measure that I would support.

On March 22nd, 1978, I introduced H.R.
115727, which, to date, has been cosponsored
by 5 of my colleagues. My proposal is two-
fold: it (1) would place Phencyclidine into
Schedule I of the Controlled Substances Act
and (2) would establish within section 401
(b) (1) (B) of that Act, which governs penal-
ties for nonnarcotic Schedule I and Schedule
II drugs, certain mandatory minimum pris-
on sentences for those who unlawfully man-
ufacture, despense or distribute PCP or
any of its analogues, derivatives or variants.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, PCP is a
nonnarcotic. synthetic drug. The criteria
for placing a drug into Schedule I of the
Controlled Substances Act are threefold:
firet, the drug must have "“a high potential
for abuse'’; second, the drug must not have
“a currently accepted medical use In treat-
ment in the United States”; and third, “there
je a lack of accepted safety for use of the
drug or other substance under medical
supervision.”

PCP meets all three criteria for belng
classified as a Schedule I drug. The record is
clear with regard to the abuse and danger
that this hallucinatory, psychoses-schizo-
phrenia inducing drug presents to the user
and to those around him, and because of
these dangers, PCP has not been medically
approved for treatment in humans with
assurances that the patient, under medical
supervision, would be safe from the post-
operative effects of this dangerous drug. The
drug continues to be medically approved only
for veterinarian use as an animal tranguil-
izer.

Unlike heroin, a narcotic, addictive-caus-
ing pain killer, some thought has been given
as to whether this drug should be used for
terminally inoperative cancer patients, there-
by minimizing pain and suffering for these
patients, But PCP does not possess this re-
deeming quality. It is a dreadful drug and
accordingly, should receive the most strin-
gent warning and control avallable under
the Controlled Substances Act.

Under the leadership of the distinguished
Senator from Illinols (Senator PErcY), the
Senate unanimously adopted his amendment
to placz PCP as a Schedule I drug In S. 1437,
the Federal Criminal Code, which passed the
Senate on January 30, 1978, and to increase
the criminal penalties for trafficking and
manufacturing this pernicious drug. Rather
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than increase discretionary criminal penal-
tles for manufacturing and trafficking of
PCP, my preference is to provide stiff man-
datory prison sentences for manufacturing
and traficking of this drug, thereby mini-
mizing certain aspects of judicial sentencing
discretion to require, upon conviction of
violating my proposal, a specified manda-
tory prison sentence.

With regard to the second aspect of my
measure—the unlawful manufacture, distri-
bution or dispensing of PCP—anyone con-
victed of violating this proposed legislation
would be subject to a mandatory minimum
sentence of three years in prison with no
parole eligibility. A convicted felon, regard-
less of whether the first conviction was drug-
related, who subsequently is convicted of
violating this measure, as a two-time of-
fender, would be subject to a mandatory
minimum sentence of not less than seven
years in prison with parole eligibility after
serving a prison sentence of five years.

With regard to an individual who unlaw-
fully distributes or dispenses PCP or any of
its derivatives to a person under 21 years of
age, the convicted violator would be subject
to a mandatory minimum sentence of eight
years in prison with no eligibility for parole.
An individual convicted of a felony, regard-
less of whether the prior conviction is drug-
related, would be subject, as a two-time of-
fender, to an imprisonment of not less than
11 years with parole eligibility after serving
a prison sentence of nine years. °

Any sentence imposed under my proposal
would not be suspended and probation would
not be granted. A sentence of Imprisonment
and a term of parole ineligibility imposed on
the convicted violator would run consecu-
tively to any other sentence imposed on the
individual.

A court of competent jurisdiction would,
however, have discretion and flexibility to
reduce the term of parole ineligibility or im-
prisonment, to provide a term of imprison-
ment with no parole ineligibility, to place
the violator on probation, or to suspend the
sentence if the court found that (1) the in-
dividual's mental capacity was significantly
impaired, (2) the individual was under un-
usual duress, (3) the individual was an ac-
complice whose participation in the prohib-
ited offense was relatively minor, or (4) if
the court found that after the arrest, the in-
dividual supplied law enforcement officials
with Information useful in the apprehension
of anyone who violated this proposed
measure.

Mr. Chalrman, transferring PCP from
Schedule II, where it is currently located,
to Schedule I without providing stiff, manda-
tory minimum prison sentences for its un-
lawful manufacture or distribution would
amount to cosmetic legislation, since the
penalty for violating section 401(b) (1) (B)
of the Controlled Substances Act includes,
among other penalties, a sentence of not
more than five years in prison, which, in my
view, is not sufficiently stringent, consider-
ing the dJdevastating mind-crippling eflects
that PCP can cause to its user. Commenting
on the relatively lenient Federal and State
penalties for the unlawful manufacture and
distribution of PCP and several Maryland
proposals to increase its penalties, The Wash-
ington Post in an edltoria] entitled, "PCP:
Infernal ‘Angel Dust'"™ (Feb. 27, 1978)
stated:

""We suspect that as the terrifying effects
of PCP become better known, more states
will want to consider the thinking behind
the Maryland proposals: That is, that given
the ease with which PCP can be illegally pro-
duced and the profits that can be realized
from its sale, it's important now to up the
stakes for those who are either now In or
considering this {llegal line of work.”

Mr. Chairman, PCF is a deadly drug. It is
an hallucenogenic king cobra. Considering
the inherent dangers assoclated with this
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substance, it puzzles me why so many of our
teenagers escape into this pernlcious drug.
In my view, one way to attack the PCP prob-
lem would be to provide maximum warnings
to the public regarding the dangers of PCP
intoxlication and to provide stiff, mandatory
prison sentences to those who manufacture
or traffic in this substance.

Although a companion bill to HR, 11727
has not been introduced in the Senate, I
would welcome the thoughts and support of
the members of the distinguished Senate
Subcommittees on Alcohollsm and Drug
Abuse and on Juvenlle Delinquency. It is not
too late to introduce In this session of the
Congress a Senate version of H.R. 11727 or to
amend a germane Senate legislative proposal
that would include provisions of HR. 11727,

Agaln, Mr. Chairman, I commend you and
your colleagues for holding these joint hear-
ings on this vitally important subject and I
thank you for affording me this opportunity
to present my views to this distinguished
panel.@

SIGMUND STROCHLITZ
REMEMBERS

HON. CHRISTOPHER J. DODD
OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978
® Mr. DODD. Mr. Speaker, on June 25, a
Nazi march was scheduled to occur in

Skokie, Ill., a town that is home to
7,000 survivors of Nazi concentra-

tion camps. Along with several other
Congressmen, I organized a counterpro-
test to be held at the time of the Nazi
demonstration. An editorial that ap-
peared in the June 20 issue of the New
London Day expressed an opinion that

I should “stay home” and not add fuel to
the fire.

The Nazi rally was, fortunately, never
staged in Skokie, and the congressional
demonstration was never held as a
result. Men with swastika armbands
never had the chance to walk the streets
in a town where those who lived through
the Nazi death camps would be forced to
relive a nightmare. However, the intent
of the Nazi march is a fact that cannot
be ignored and cannot be forgotten.

The laws of our country guarantee
first amendment rights to the Nazis, but
not to the exclusion of the protests of
those who remember the blind indiffer-
ence that caused the extermination of
10 million Jews and gentiles. Sigmund
Strochlitz is one man who cannot forget.

In response to the New London Day
editorial, Mr. Strochlitz, a survivor of
Auchwitz, wrote a letter that appeared
in the July 1 edition of the paper. In that
letter, he called attention to the need for
protest instead of silence, involvement
instead of ignorance, and an attention to
past history that all too often repeats
itself.

I would like to share with my col-
leagues the insights and eloguence of
this man who has survived an evil that
few of us can comprehend. Mr. Stroch-
litz has a great deal to say to us all:

IN THE AFTERMATH OF SKOKIE

The Nazis, after all, did not march in

Skokle and the four thousand survivors of
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German Concentration Camps did not have
to suffer the sight of swastikas on their
streets or be forced to revive painful buried
memories of their past.

The people in Skokle that I spoke to, even
though still apprehensive, are relleved and
so are probably all those well-meaning sup-
porters and members of the American Civil
Liberties Union, an organization established
to uphold our right to free speech and
assembly.

The sigh of relief, however, is only tem-
porary. Nothing really has changed. The con-
frontatlon has only been postponed and
the issues that have been ralsed in spite of
Skokle have not been resolved and still defy
clear cut answers.,

Issues that first and foremost are deallng
with fundamental principles on which our
society has been bulilt: the right of the in-
dividual and the role of the authorities. And
what is even more important, how every one
of us should react faced with matters of con-
sclence in an age when most of us prefer to
be just onlookers.

How these controversies will be resolved
will determine not only if we can survive as
free men just obeying the law of the land
but also if our life will be meaningful by
nurturing feelings of compassion and the
willingness to take risks to defend our
bellefs.

The American Civil Liberties Unlon, in
what must have been an agonizing declsion,
elected to defend the rights of the Nazis to
assembly and free speech. I was not surprised
that many were outraged by that decision,
arguing that you don't defend the rights of
those who would deny those same rights to
others after achleving power and further
claiming that the First Amendment does not
grant the right to everyone to say whatever
he pleases, whenever he pleases, wherever he
pleases.

But I would like to draw your attention
to an interesting conversation that is tak-
ing place between Mr. More and Mr. Roper
in “A Man for All Seasons”:

More: What would you do? Cut a great
road through the law to get after the devil?

Roper: I would cut down every law in
England to do that.

More: Oh? And when the last law was
down and the devil turned round you, where
would you hide, Roper, the laws all being
flat? Do you really think you could stand
upright in the winds that would blow then?
Yes, I would give the devil the benefit of law,
for my own safety’s sake,

Past History bears witness that More's
arguments are more valld. And, even though
I despise the Nazls and everything they
stand for, the decision to defend them was
probably right. There was no other cholce.
To argue differently is to weaken the re-
straint imposed on the majority by the
First Amendment which is contrary to the
interest of all those that value the benefits
of living in a free society as a minority.

And yet, having said all that, I am per-
sonally baffled by the decision of the Ameri-
can Clvil Liberties Union to assign Jewish
lawyers to defend an organization whose
proclaimed aim is to murder Jewish people.
But what Is to me even more disturbing and
perhaps borders on lack of self respect is why
those Jewlsh lawyers accepted the decision
to defend the murderers of their people.
Weren’t they ashamed and overwhelmed by a
feeling of betrayal—a betrayal of the vic-
tims—and didn't it occur to them that they
are completing the killers’ work?

Our faith proclaims, “Love your nelghbor
as yourself," but does not Instruct to defend
your enemy. Lawyers representing different
faiths could have been chosen to defend the
Nazis. For them the First Amendment would
have been the main issue and not past his-
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tory of their people, their right to life not
being denied by the Nazis.

I have been told that the Nazis Party in
the States is not a large one and I would like
to belleve it but the fact that thirty-two
years after the Holocaust there are people
that are proud to be called Nazis is by ltself
frightening. The fact that there is a Nazl
propaganda movement that publishes hun-
dreds of brochures with the most vicious lies,
with the most viclous distortions of our past,
should reawaken people of good will and
prompt them to react. Books clalming that
the Holocaust was a hoax are being sold and
what hurts Is that there is no outery. Why
are professors of History all over America
not speaking out in one volce of outrage?
And what about the American soldlers who
liberated the camps? I saw them, their faces
hardened by the horrors of war but unable
to hold back their emotlons, I remember
them reassuring us, “It is all over,” but we
on the other hand unable to comprehend
and belleve that it is all over. Isn't it time
for them to speak up? Nothing is more of-
fensive than when the victim is being de-
prived of his memory. Nothing is more
indecent than the attempt to kill the vietim
again. I find this all disgusting and ugly.

Dismissing the Nazis as a relatively small
band of fanatics that should be ignored will
not solve the problem. Asking our repre-
sentative to stay home because the Naazl
rally in Skokle will draw the politically be-
wildered and psychotics and that a confron-
tation could end up Iin violence is not paying
attention to past history. Evil can only pre-
vail if people of good will remaln indifferent
and are unwilling to stand up for what they
believe in. All those that prefer silence and
are unwilling to be involved, in the final
analysis, consent.g

ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE

HON. ROMANO L. MAZZOLI

OF KENTUCKY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, in the
next 2 to 3 weeks the House will be de-
bating H.R. 7308, the Foreign Intelli-
gence Surveillance Act of 1978.

The bill, with two narrowly defined
exceptions that do not involve the com-
munications of Americans, requires a
judicial warrant for all electronic sur-
veillance conducted in the United States
for foreign intelligence purposes.

This complex and much-needed piece
of legislation was reported by the House
Permanent Select Committee on Intelli-
gence on June 8, 1978, after T months
of detailed study of the important issues
involved.

During its own deliberations on the
bill, the Intelligence Committee was able
to benefit from the equally detailed
studies into foreign intelligence elec-
tronic surveillance conducted over the
past few years by the House Judiciary
Committee and the Senate Judiciary
and Intelligence Committees.

The result is a bill carefully and de-
liberately crafted to protect both civil
liberties and national security.

Since it is so carefully crafted, it has
drawn the support of both the intelli-
gence community and groups such as the
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ACLU. Of course, any piece of legisla-
tion that can command such support
must of necessity be a product of a spirit
of compromise. Thus, there are some
provisions of H.R. 7308 that are not sup-
ported by all of its proponents.

As I noted in my supplemental views
to the committee report, I would have
preferred an across-the-board warrant
reguirement with no exceptions. But as
I also stated in the committee report, I
believe H.R. 7308 is a good bill, worthy
of the support of my colleagues.

Its passage will assure the American
people, for the first time, that their Gov-
ernment cannot intrude by electronic
means into their personal conversations
and activities unless a neutral and de-
tached magistrate has first determined
that there is just cause to do so.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I ask unani-
mous consent to insert in the REcorp an
outline of H.R. 7308 that has been pre-
pared by the staff of the House Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence.
FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE SURVEILLANCE ACT OF

1978—H.R. 7308.
(As Reported by the House Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence)
I.—WHAT ACTIVITIES ARE COVERED

Generally, all domestic electronic surveil-
lance for foreign intelligence purposes, where
warrant would be required for law enforce-
ment purposes, plus NSA “watchlist” activ-
it

(1) Intentional targeting by any means of
electronic survelllance of international com-
munications of U.S. persons in the U.8.

(2) All wiretapping conducted within the
U.s.

(3) Intentional acquisition of wholly do-
mestic radio communications where a war-
rant would be required for law enforcement
purposes.

(4) Installation or use of a monltoring
device in the U.S. to acquire information not
transmitted by wire of radio, where warrant
would be required for law enforcement pur-
poses (beepers, transponders, pen registers,
T.V. surveillance).

II.—WHO MAY BE SURVEILLED
“Foreign Powers”

(1) Foreign government.

(2) Faction of a foreign government not
substantially composed of U.S. persons.

(3) Entity openly acknowledged to be con-
trolled by a foreign government.

(4) Group engaged in international ter-
rorism.

(5) Foreign-based political organization
not substantially composed of U.S. persons.

(6) Entity directed and controlled by a
foreign government.

“Agents of Foreign Powers"”

(1) Non-U.S. person standard.

A. Acts In the U.S. as an officer, member,
or employee of a foreign power.

B. Acts for a country that engages In
clandestine intelligence activities in the U.S.
contrary to the Interest of the U.S.

(2) U.S. person criminal standard.

A. Clandestine intelligence gathering ac-
tivities which may violate law.

B. Other clandestine intelligence activities
which do violate law.

C. Sabotage or terrorism.

D. Alding, abetting, conspiracy.

A "U.S. person” is:

(1) A US. citizen or permanent resident
allien,
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(2) An unincorporated association com-
posed substantially of U.S. citizens or PRAs
unless it Is a forelgn power under (1), (2),
or (3) above.

(3) A corporation incorporated in the US.,
unless it is a foreign power under (1), (2),
or (3) above.

III.—FOR WHAT PURPOSE

Only to acquire foreign intelligence in-
formation, which is:

(A) Information necessary to certain de-
fined security or foreign policy needs if in-
formation concerns U.S. persons;

(B) Information relating to such needs
where the information concerns anyone else.

IV.—SURVEILLANCE AUTHORIZATION

(a) President, through Attorney General,
approves surveillance, where Attorney Gen-
eral certifies surveillance ls solely directed
at:

(1) communications between or among
(1), (2), or (3) foreign powers; or

(2) technical intelligence from property
under control of (1), (2), or (3) foreign
powers; and Attorney General approves and
reports minimization procedures to Senate
and House Intelligence Committees.

No U.S. person communications may be re-
tained, used, or disseminated, if acquired
under this approval mechanism.

(b) All other cases: approval by court
order. Application to Speclal Court with ap-
peal to Speclal Court of Appeals if applica-
tion denied.

Special court

Sits continually in Washington, D.C.

At least one federal judge from each cir-
cuit.

Nominated by Chief Judges and designated
by the Chief Justice.

Six-year terms (maximum of 2 full terms.)

Chief Judge of Special Court consults with
the AG and the DCI on security procedures.

Special Court of Appeals

Six federal judges from the Washington,
D.C., area.

Three of whom would constitute panel.

Nominated by Chief Judges and designated
by the Chief Justice.

V.—CONTENTS OF APPLICATION

A. In all cases:

(1) Identity of Applicant, copy of Presi-
dential authorization, and AG approval of
application;

(2) Identity of target, basis for belief that
it 1s a foreign power or agent of foreign
power, and basis for belief that facilities
targeted are used by foreign power or agent
of a foreign power;

(3) Proposed minimization procedures;

(4) Proposed period of time for surveil-
lance;

(5) Information concerning previous ap-
plications involving same persons, facilities
or places;

(6) Executlve certification that purpose of
surveillance is to obtain *‘foreign intelligence
information” and such information cannot
reasonably be obtained by normal investiga-
tive technigues, with designation by the de-
fined types of foreign intelligence sought.

B. Where (1), (2), or (3) forelgn powers
are the target:

(1) Such information about the surveil-
lance techniques and communications of
U.S. persons likely to be obtained as may be
necessary to assess the minimization pro-
cedures.

C. Where individuals or (4), (6), or (6)
forelgn powers are the target:

(1) A detailed description of the informa-
tlon sought and the communications or ac-
tivities subjected to the surveillance;

(2) The means by which the surveillance
will be effected;
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(3) Where more than one device is in-
volved, their coverage and which minimiza-
tion procedures apply to which device;

(4) A statement of the basis for the Exec-
utive certification in (A)(6) above.
VI.—WHAT FINDINGS MAY THE JUDGE MAKE

(A) Probable cause that:

(1) Target Is a foreign power or agent of &
foreign power.

(2) Facllities targeted are used by foreign
power or agent of a foreign power.

(B) Proposed minimization procedures
meet statutory definition.

(c) If target Is a U.S. person, executive cer-
tification that information sought is “foreign
intelligence information" and could not rea-
sonably be acquired by normal investiga-
tive procedures is not clearly erroneous.

(D) If target is not (1), (2), or (3) forelgn
power, the period of time necessary to ef-
fectuate the surveillance, not to exceed 90
days.*

VII.—CONTENTS OF JUDGE'S ORDER

A. In all cases

Specifies:

(1) Identity of target and nature and loca-
tion of faclilities; and

(2) Period of time for survelllance (one
year for (1), (2), or (3) foreign powers).

Directs:

(1) That minimization procedures be fol-
lowed; and

(2) That common carriers or others pro-
vide assistance.

B. Where target is (1), (2), or (3) forelgn
power:

Generally describes the information
sought, the communications subject to the
surveillance, the type of surveillance In-
volved, and whether physical entry Iis
required.

C. Where target is individual or (4), (5),
or (6) forelgn power:

Specifies type of Information sought and
type of communications subject to survell-
lance, the means by which the surveillance
will be effected, and when more than one de-
vice is used, their authorized coverage and
what minimization procedures apply to
which.

VIIL—MINIMIZATION PROCEDURES

Procedures particularized for each type of
surveillance designed to minimize the ac-
quisition, retention and dissemination of
information concerning U.S. persons, con-
sistent with the need of the U.S. to obtaln,
produce and disseminate forelgn intelligence
information.

Must be submitted with application.

Judge must approve, unless surveillance
is type not requiring a court order.

Must be included In judge's order.

Only where judge approves survelllance,
judge may assess compliance with them by
reviewing clrcumstances under which infor-
mation concerning U.S. persons was acquired,
retained, or disseminated.

IX.—PROCEDURES FOR AGGRIEVED PERSON TO
CHALLENGE LEGALITY OF SURVEILLANCE OR OB~
TAIN DISCOVERY

Upon government request all such actions
will be removed from regular trial court to
one of the Special Courts.

(1) Special Court of Appeals (3 Judge
panel) will decide matter If government
states that it does not intend to use Infor-
mation obtalned or derived from electronic
survelllance.

In camera.

Ex parte.

* Where the target is a (4), (5), or (6) for-
elgn power, if the Judge finds probable cause
that no individual U.S. person’s communica-
tion will be acquired, extensions of an order
may be for as long as one year.
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Disclosure to defendant only where due
process so requires.

(2) Speclal Court (one judge) will decide
matter If government concedes that it does
intend to use such Information.

In camera.

Disclosure to the defendant only where
there is a reasonable question as to the
legality of the surveillance and disclosure
would likely promote a more accurate de-
termination of such legality, or where such
disclosure would not harm the national
security,

If surveillance determined to be unlawful,
judge must suppress evidence or otherwise
grant motion in accordance with existing
law.

If surveillance determined to be lawful,
judge must deny all motlons. -

X.—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

(a) Common carrlers:

Must provide assistance If furnished with
copy of warrant or attorney general certifi-
cation that no warrant is required.

Cannot disclose existence of surveillance.

Relleved from civil liability for all actions
in conformity with warrant or certification.

(b) Emergency surveillance:

24 hours without warrant,

Warrant must be sought as soon as pos-
sible even If surveillance is terminated be-
fore end of 24 hour perlod.

If warrant denled, no information derived
from surveillance can be used or disclosed
unless it indicates a threat of death or seri-
ous bodily harm.

(¢) Civil and Criminal Liabiilty for vio-
latlions of bill or order issued under it,

(d) Authorizes testing, training, and

countermeasures without a warrant.

(e) Congressional oversight:

Semiannual report to intelligence commit-
tees by AG.

Fully Informing them of all electronic
surveillance under the bill.g

———

AIRBUS AND THE AMERICAN AERO-
SPACE INDUSTRY, PART 3

HON. MARK W. HANNAFORD

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. HANNAFORD. Mr. Speaker, the
competition in the world aircraft mar-
ketplace is not restricted to the airframe
manufacturers. It also includes the jet
engine manufacturers. The sale of Lock-
heed Tristars to Pan American Airlines
exemplifies this issue, because it was the
engine manufacturer, Rolls Royce, that
obtained British Government financing
sufficient to sew up this sale.

Mr. Speaker, today I insert the last of
three articles on this important issue
from the July 2 edition of the Los Angeles
Times. It illustrates the wide spectrum
of industry that is affected by this for-
eign competition and how this competi-
tion is not technological, but financial, in
character.

ARLINES' CHOICE: DEALS, NoT DEsIGNS, WIN
ENGINE BATTLES

While the aviation world is captivated by

the struggle to bring forth a new generation

of jetliners, there's an equally fascinating
sideshow going on: The Great Engine Battle.

For decades aircraft makers offered new
planes with only one choice of engine, and
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for decades that engine was manufactured
by Pratt & Whitney, a division of Hartford-
based United Technologies. Pratt's total
dominance of the industry—it claimed 90%
of the market by the late 1960s—bestowed a
great calm on the business,

But that calm was shattered in the late
1960s when two innovative and capable com-
petitors—General Electric of Fairfield, Conn.,
and Rolls-Royce of Great Britain—captured
substantial orders on new commercial-
airplane programs. GE's CF-6 engine was
selected by McDonnell Douglas to kick off
the DC-10 program. And Rolls'’ RB 211
engine was chosen by Lockheed to launch
the L-1011. To date GE has captured 43
percent of the market for widebody engines
and Rolls 22 percent. The result: competition
for engine sales now is just as heated as the
competition for airframes.

For engine manufacturers stakes in the up-
coming airline reequipment cycle are gigan-
tic about #1686 billion of the 875 billion esti-
mated to be spent on new alrcraft in the
next decade will flow to engine manufac-
turers. That amount will more than double
when replacement engines and spare parts
are thrown in,

The airlines are looking to more fuel-
efficient engines for much of the saving they
hope new-generation planes will bring. Since
1973 the price of fuel has tripled; today it
is second only to labor in alrline costs. In
addition, carrlers need guleter engines that
will meet new federal noise regulations that
take effect In 1081.

With these specifications in mind the
alrlines, just as they have been sending
airframe manufacturers back to their draw-
ing boards have repeatedly sent engine
manufacturers back to thelrs,

For example, Pratt & Whitney has been
involved in protracted and painful negotia-
tions with American Alrlines. Pratt is devel-
oping a new family of engines called the
JT10D, at a cost of $500 million. It originally
designed the engines to fit two of Boeing's
proposed new planes, the 7567 and 777. But
American now is insisting that these engines
also fit a third Boeing entry, the 767,

To meet American's demand, Pratt would
have to increase the engine’'s thrust. That,
however, would bring it perilously close to
the size of other Pratt engines. For a manu-
facturer to recoup the blg Investment of
developing a new engine generally requires
that the engine be significantly different
from those the company already has on the
market. Thus, the parties have been unable
to freeze a design for the JT10D.

Curiously, technology is a relatively small
factor in winning a big order, because all
three engine makers offer reliable power
plants. As a General Electric executive says,
“You reach parity or die. A technological
breakthrough can only last about one year
before the others catch up.”

Among people who run airlines, Pratt en-
gines are regarded as tough and rugged,
G.E.'s machines are admired for their modu-
lar design that allows for easy maintenance,
and Rolls are noted for incorporating new
materials quickly. But aside from that, there
Is relatively little to distinguish any one en-
gine from its competition.

Moreover, there is little prospect of a ma-
jor technological advance in engine design,
such as occurred with the engines developed
for the wide-bodied Jets.

GE and Rolls Royce are using essentially
the same engine core as they employ in ex-
isting engines, but are reducing the size of
the fan to produce the intermediate-sized
power plant desired for the new jetliners.
Pratt & Whitney is going the more expensive
route of developing a new engine core. Its
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engineers expect it to yield as much as a 109,
gain in fuel economy over existing engines,
but alrline officlals so far are skeptical that
this can be achleved.

So the battle has shifted to the marketing
field, where engine makers are sparring to
see who can offer the best performance guar-
antees and financing terms.

The intensity of that struggle was dra-
matically highlighted last April when a major
escalation in the engine battle took place.

Pan American set off the fireworks when
it acquired 12 Lockheed L-1011s with Rolls
engines. To Insure the deal, Rolls won guar-
antees from the United Kingdom covering
the financing of not just the engine sale, but
the entire $500 milllon transaction. Rolls
offered terms so generous (no down payment,
15-year loans) that they violated an Interna-
tional gentlemen's agreement among West-
ern natlons and set off alarms from Call-
fornia to Washington.

Fallout from the deal was clear. First,
Rolls, If it offers such entlcing terms to other
airlines, could share a substantial portion
of the new engine business in the 1980s.

“It showed the lengths Rolls was willing
to go to in order to break back into this
market,” says an alrline vice president.
Warned another executive, “Rolls is the most
aggressive engine maker now. Do not count
out the possibility of a Boelng family offered
with Rolls engines, with guarantees part of
the package."

Second, while that scenarlo may not seem
entirely plausible—after all, even the British
treasury may be hard pressed to deliver tens
of billlons’' of dollars worth of guarantees—
all three manufacturers now may be forced
to cough up fancy financing packages.

The outcome of all this skirmishing 1s far
from clear. But one thing seems certaln:
there will be no return to the relatively tran-
quil days of a decade ago.@

PROPERTY TAX REFORM

HON. BILL ARCHER

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. ARCHER. Mr, Speaker, I have re-
ceived the attached article written by a
constituent in Houston and I believe my
colleagues will gain further insight into
the so-called Taxpayer's Revolt by tak-
ing the time to read Mr. Ratliff's article.
PROPERTY TAXx REFORM, AN IDEA WHOSE TIME
Has CoME

An accurate description of the property
tax or ad valorum property tax would be the
“selective property tax.” In many taxing
Jurisdictions, the net results of its applica-
tlon is that much property is not taxed at all.

Historically, the property tax is one of the
oldest levies currently used by modern gov-
ernments. As various governments have come
to rely on this tax as a source of revenue, a
system developed in which Inequitles arose
in the administration of equal and uniform
assessments of the tax. It Is these inequities
that have continually perplexed both stu-
dents and scholars of the property tax sys-
tem, giving birth to strong arguments for
abolishing the property tax system.

In 1968 the taxpayers of the State of Texas
passed a constitutional amendment for the
gradual fading out of the property tax as a
source of revenue for the state government.
However, the property tax was never an im-
portant source of revenue for the state gov-
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ernment. For example, ad valorum taxes In
1968 contributed only about 2.55 percent to
the total revenue sources for the state gov-
ernment, compared to a 5.5 percent revenue
source from the sale of automobile licenses
and a 5.8 percent revenue source from the
cigarette and tobacco limited sales tax.

However, on a local level, the property tax
contributes a significant portion to both
cities and school districts. It is the prob-
iem of financing for state public school sys-
tems that has given the major impetus to
the more recent reform in the propertv tax
system.

The United States Supreme Court decision
of March 21, 1973, on the case of Rodriguez v.
San Antonio Independent School District
surprised many but seemed to continue a
philosophy stated when the California Su-
preme Court ruled that California’s school
finance system was unconstitutional if the
quality of a child’s education depends on the
wealth of the parents and neighbors.

But this decision did not come out of a
void., In 1969 an Illinols Federal Court re-
jected an appeal for statewlide apportionment
of school funds based on “educatlonal
needs."” This decision was upheld by a sum-
mary ruling in the U.S. Supreme Court in
1970.

Subsequent lawsults carefully avolded the
educational need test but dealt specifically
with discrimination on the basis of wealth.

Various studies by governmental agencles
and professional educators have failed to
establish any connection between provisions
for school facilitles and quality of education
and that a child’s family background and
pre-school environment have a far greater
effect on his educational achievements than
other factors. That is, such variation in
school expenditures whether for teachers,
teacher training, books, etc. have such slight
educational significance. They are not a
measure of success of an educational system.
It is felt by many that this ignoring of the

obvious is the result of the deteriorating

educational achlevements of students
through not only the state, but the nation.
For this reason, any method of raising reve-
nue to replace the public school financing
responsibility of the property tax revenues
must be done with care.

The property tax by nature is a local tax.
The citizen taxpayer is in a position to see
and know of abuses of the taxing system and
the use of funds and to induce local officials
to change.

If the schools and municipalities turn to
the federal government and ask them to
supply these revenues, we will succeed in
surrendering whatever local control we have
over our existence. Already the threat of
withdrawing certain federal aids to public
education unless the schools comply with
federal guidelines is being made. Caution
must be exercised also so as not to surrender
local control to a state bureaucracy which
could become equally insensitive.

In the Rodriguez decision, the Court held
that while Texas schocl finance laws fostered
serious inequities in educational opportuni-
ties made avallable to public school students,
they did not violate provisions of the Con-
stitution. While not requiring immediate
changes in the Texas law, the Court stressed
the responsibility of the Texas Legislature to
address existing flaws. Since Texas public
school finance relles heavily on property
taxes as a revenue source, the Texas Legis-
lature In turn took this as a mandate to
revise the property tax laws.

In the 64th Legislature, five comprehensive
school finance bills were introduced. Sec-
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tion 10 of HB. 1126 authorized a more thor-
ough review of the methods used to deter-
mine value of taxable property in each of the
state’s school districts.

Following the 64th Legislature, the Gov-
ernor's Office of Educational Research and
Planning (GOER) which had been created to
conduct a comprehensive study of school
finances and develop legislative proposals,
found that the method of property taxation
called for and limited by the State Constitu-
tion ignored some of the realities that tax
assessors-collectors face. Under the Consti-
tution, taxable property includes household
goods and Intangibles. But the tax assessor
includes household goods and intangibles,
But the tax assessor lacks legal authority
and/or practical ability to locate and assess
such properties. So they are generally
omitted from the property tax rolls, except
when a taxpayer makes a voluntary rendi-
tion.,

GOER's attempt to codify Texas property
tax laws led to political infighting, and the
Lt. Governor set up a special committee to
deal with the codification issue.

In the minds of some state officials was
what actlon or supervision the Federal gov-
ernment may undertake in the revision of
property tax laws. Federal law provides that
the U.8. District Court shall not enjoin, sus-
pend, or restrain the assessment, levy, or
collection of any tax under state law where
a plain, speedy, and efficlent remedy may
be had in the courts of the state.

The purpose of the property tax, like all
taxes, Is to ralse revenues for the operation
of the government body. In a munlicipality,
school district, or other taxing jurisdiction,
the chief executive officer, usually the mayor,
or superintendent, prepares a budget listing
the required financing expenditures and
revenues for the next year. The assessor pre-
sents the list of properties and present
market value of such properties to the chlef
executive officer and notes which are exempt.
Bimple arithmetic involving the total tax
rolls, the budget requirements, the assess-
ment ratio, and the tax rate are then set to
provide the needed revenues.

The assessment ratio, although recognized
by the courts as legal when the same ratio
is applied to all property in a taxing author-
ity, has no basis for existence under the
State Constitution. The only consistent ad-
mitted reason for its existence is to hood-
wink the taxpayer. A taxpayer, protesting a
tax he thinks is too high, is frequently mol-
lified to find that the tax is based on some
value that is less than the existing market
price.

The popularity of the use of the assess-
ment ratio among politicians only indicates
the success that this simple device has
achieved. Such a departure from true as-
sessment level means that the taxpayer can
only guess if he is being treated equally and
uniformly under the taxing laws.

On the assessment of any property, there
are three items that must be considered; the
tax rate, or dollars per $100 rate; the assess-
ment ratio, a percentage figure equal to or
less than true market value; and the date of
the assessment. Date is the most abused of
the three items.

Section VIIT of the Texas Constitution
says that taxation shall be equal and uni-
form. The courts have held that to be egqual
and uniform, the valuation for the property
in a taxing jurisdiction must be done on the
same day. Usually this day is January 1
but can and may vary.

In many taxing jurisdictions, the tax
assessor-collector lacks sufficlent staff to
do the job properly. The procedure Is to
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revalue properties that he knows have In-
creased the most in value to generate the
most tax revenues. Or he revalues those prop-
erties which are easiest to find such as real
estate. Informed taxpayers have protested
in the courts which led to a scheme where
only a portion of the taxing district would
be revalued every year. Under this cycle plan
all properties would be revalued, and placed
on the tax rolls in the year they were re-
valued.

This plan has inherent abuses. In exchange
for political favors or bribery, properties have
been left off the revaluation schedule. When
confronted with this evidence, the tax asses-
sor can point out that this was not the year
to revalue that piece of property. This results
in & great savings to the property owner when
the property is on the tax rolls for years at
the lesser value.

Lack of funds to hire the necessary man-
power for annual reassessments, rather than
political chicanery forced Corpus Christi to
adopt a four-year cycle plan. In 1975 a
taxpayer filed and won a lawsult which
forced the city to revalue the city within
120 days of a tax year. The city did the
revaluation rather than appeal the lawsuit.

During the next year, Corpus Christi
galned about $1,080,000 net, more than pro-
jected because of the annual revaluation
process. In the second year of annual revalu-
ation, about 85 percent of the taxpayers had
their taxes lowered. .

By applying the equal and uniform con-
cept of the State Constitution, In a year of
inflation and soaring property values these
taxpayers pald lower taxes than during the
previous year.

The maln argument against annual re-
valuation is that the taxing jurisdiction is
too large to be physically possible.

Of the several tax reform bills considered
by the 86th Legislature, the Peveto Bill (H.B.
846) is the best known perhaps because its
authors held hearings in varlous cities to
gather input for their plan. At every location
of the hearings, Realtors and others involved
in real estate appeared to testify against in-
equities of this bill. The Austin politicians
have credited Realtor opposition to this bill
as the reason for its defeat.

ALPHA CHI PI OMEGA TO HOLD
STATE CONVENTION

HON. GLENN M. ANDERSON

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, from July 29 through August 1,
1978, the Alpha Chi Pi Omega Sorority
and Fraternity will hold its annual Cali-
fornia State convention at the Queens-
way Hilton Hotel in Long Beach, Calif.
It is indeed an honor to host the mem-
bers of this outstanding organization in
our district, for it not only has a long
and distinguished background, but has
become a major source of community
leadership in the 44 States with active
chapters.

Organized on October 27, 1945, in
Washington, D.C., the organization was
founded by Dr. Mary Mcleod Bethune—
founder and then president of Bethune
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Cookman College of Daytona Beach,
Fla.—the late Representative William L.
Dawson (D-Ill.), and Dr. Marjorie Stew-
art Joyner. The Alpha Chi Pi Omega
Sorority and Fraternity was the frst na-
tional black Greek letter organization of
its kind in the United States.

The original purpose of the founders
of the society was to raise the education-
al and cultural standards of the men and
women in the beauty culture professions.
At the time, cosmeticians and beauti-
cians were not considered professional
people, and many States did not require
lic:enses for those trades. Through mem-
bership in Alpha Chi Pi Omega, men and
women in these professions have been
encouraged not only to develop and im-
prove their professional skills, but also
to continue their educations. In addition,
travel has been an important tool ior
improvement, with members traveling
throughout the world, meeting with
world leaders and broadening their own
backgrounds and knowledge.

In many respects, the organization

drew its inspiration from one of its co-
founders, Dr. Mary Mcleod Bethune.
Born a slave in North Carolina, this
black woman became a pioneer in our
Nation's struggle for equal opportunity
for minority groups and for women. She
originally founded Bethune Cookman
College with a total endowment of $1.50.
Today, with the grateful help of Alpha
Chi Pi Omega, it is a fully accredited in-
stitution of higher learning with gradu-
ates in many important walks of life.

Alpha Chi Pi Omega has also grown
tremendously since it was founded in
1945. And the impact it has had, not only
on the beauty trades, but on our society
as a whole, has been highly important in
a number of ways.

As one of the first primarily minority
associations to recognize the importance
of education and the vote, it helped pave
the way in our struggle for civil rights.
Today, its concern for human welfare
continues as the primary thrust of its ac-
tivities.

In my own congressional district in
southern California, the Pi Rho Sigma
Chapter of Alpha Chi Pi Omega is based
in San Pedro. This chapter provides an
outstanding example of the community
involvement in which the association
takes pride.

The Pi Rho Sigma Chapter is active
throughout the Los Angeles Harbor area
on a number of fronts. They run the
area's summer program for economically
disadvantaged youth (SPEDY), which
helps to provide summer employment for
young people between the ages of 14 and
21. The chapter also provides the moni-
tors for the program.

In addition, the Pi Rho Sigma Chapter
sponsors a program for preteenagers on
behalf of the Los Angeles City Depart-
ment of Recreation and Parks, and spon-
sors Teen Post 916 in the harbor area.
Under the Older Americans Act of 1965,
this chapter runs an outreach program
for senior citizens, helping them in ob-
taining the services available to them in
the harbor community.

Mr. Speaker, the outstanding work
being performed by San Pedro’s Pi Rho
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Sigma Chapter of Alpha Chi Pi Omega
is representative of the active role this
organization plays in communities
throughout our State. Thus, it will indeed
be a pleasure to welcome the California
members of this fine organization when
they arrive in Long Beach for their an-
nual State convention.®

RATIFICATION OF EQUAL RIGHTS
AMENDMENT

HON. DAVID F. EMERY

OF MAINE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. EMERY. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
the House Committee on the Judiciary
considered the House Joint Resolution
638, a measure designed to extend the
ratification period during which States
may ratify the Equal Rights Amendment.

House Joint Resolution 638 in its orig-
inal form would have doubled the orig-
inal ratification period of 7 years. It was
clear that such a lengthy extension
would not be approved in committee. My
colleague from Maine, BiLr. COHEN, en-
gineered an effective compromise amend-
ment which provided an extension until
June 30, 1982. This compromise amend-
ment was accepted by the House Judi-
ciary Committee yesterday afternooon,
and early last night House Joint Resolu-
tion 638, as amended, was favorably re-
ported to the full House by a vote of 19
to 15.

In light of the fact that the extension
issue continues to be a controversial sub-
ject and will shortly be considered by the
full House, I request that BiLL CoHEN'S
excellent statement in support of the
compromise resolution be inserted in the
Recorp at this point. Birr's thoughtful
and persuasive comments, in my judg-
ment, are worthy of the attention of all
Members and citizens who are committed
to the important goal of realizing equal
rights for all of our citizens.

The Cohen statement follows:

STATEMENT oF HoN. WiLLIAM S, COHEN

It 1s clear from the debate today that we
are negotlating our way up a path that is
not fully cut, and one that is only partially
lighted. The lack of clarity in the law is
compounded by the Intensity of emotion
generated by advocates and opponents of the
matter before this committee.

There are essentially two questions before
us—one of power, one of poliey.

According to the Justice Department, Con-
gress has the power to determine a reason-
able period of time for the ratification of a
constitutional amendment when initially
pasced by Congress, and the power to deter-
mine what Is reasonable when no time limit
is specified—and according to the Justice
Department, it has the power to extend a
time period when It is not a substantive part
of the amendment itself, but in the resolving
clause as Is the case of the equal rights
amendment.

I belleve Congress has the power to extend
and the critical question, the one that I and
the other members of the committee have
been struggling with, is the one of policy—of
fairness, of equity—what is the appropriate
course of action to follow taking into ac-
count the importance of the guestion, the
viabllity of the debate, the contemporaneity
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of the issue, and whether events and clrcum-
stances have so changed that the amendment
is no longer relevant to current events or to
the conception that inspired its original
passage?

Since this is a congressional question
rather than a judicial one, I think we should
place this issue in a larger time frame of
our history as a Nation.

In one of Ablgail Adams’ letters to her
husband, John, she encouraged him to
modify the British laws and customs that
dictated the near total subordination of a
woman's status and identity to that of the
man. She asked him to “remember the
ladies.”

Well, something happened on the way to
the convention—neither Adams, nor Jeffer-
son, nor Madison, nor Hamilton seemed to
remember the ladies—they were not included
in the Constitution, and women have been
struggling for nearly 200 years to secure the
basic rights that are guaranteed to men, ones
that we accept as self-evident truths.

One of the principal arguments against
the equal rights amendment and any exten-
sion is that the amendment is unnecessary—
that many, if not most of the rights have
been granted or are being granted by statute
or judicial decision or could be achleved
through an expanded interpretation of the
14th amendment. In other words, this
amendment will simply clutter up the Con-
stitution.

It is written in the Declaration of Inde-
pendence that we hold these truths to be
self-evident—that all men are created equal.
Well, we have learned through the palnful
experlences of history, including a bloody
Civil War, that not all men were created
equal in the eyes of the law and it took the
13th and 14th amendments to clutter up the
Constitution and declare that the color of
one’s skin was not a rational or fair determi-
nation of one's rights.

Today, we have many laws that seek to
eliminate an irrational or prejudicial bias
agalnst women. There are many more that
remaln. I submit that the 27th amendment
to the Constitution will be no more redun-
dant for women than the 13th and 14th
amendments were for ethnie or racial minor-
ities. I maintain this is much more than a
symbolic gesture, but if it were only symbolle
it would be no less important. Our lives, our
values, our social consclence are strongly
influenced by symbols. “The flag 1s a bit of
bunting that men have opened thelr veins
for” because it is a symbol of those virtues
and those values without which life is not
worth living.

The thrust of the amendment Is to allow
each person to achleve the highest level
of his or her potential. Nothing could be
more fundamental than allowing each in-
dividual the opportunity to reach as high
as his or her talent will allow.

Opportunity for achievement should not
be based upon quotas or upon race or re-
ligious beliefs or upon gender—but upon
merit and qualification—upon ability.

Justice Holmes once noted: “The hell of
the old world’'s literature was when people
were taxed beyond their powers; but there
is a deeper abyss of intellectual asphyxia—
when powers consclous of themselves are
denied their chance.”

This is at the heart of the matter. That
not just for years, not just for generations,
but for centuries, women have been regarded
as being less than deserving of full and equal
rights and responsibilities in our socleties.
That powers conscious of themselves have
been denied their chance.

By sheer accident of birth, by an uncal-
culated fusion of chromosomes, a majority of
the citizens in our soclety, regardless of
physical ability, regardless of Intellectual
capacity, regardless of their potential for so-
clal contribution, are granted different rights,
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enjoy greater preferences, and suffer greater
prejudices.

Let me just say a word about responsibili-
ties, for that is the corollary to rights. I not
only want to remember the ladies, I want to
remember the men. When I was practicing
law, I handled my share of domestic cases.
Nothing was more frustrating to me or struck
me as being unfair than the rule that the
mother was automatically entitled to an
award of custody—Irrespective of the facts,
as to the love, the care or the devotion of the
father, the closeness of his relationship to
his children. He was presumed by law to be
inferior in his capacity to care for hils chil-
dren.

That 1s not fair or equal treatment to the
men in our society, but it is the inevitable
result when we insist upon following a rule
of thumb instead of a rule of reason, when
we insist upon the mechanical application
of rules that are rooted in the past, or sunk
in the mire of prejudice.

The lssue, we are told, is not the substance
of the equal rights amendment, not the
merits, but the process and the procedure.

I mentioned at the outset that it is my be-
llef that Congress has the power to consider
whether or not to extend the time frame of
& proposed constitutional amendment, and
that the critical issue is one of policy.

And so in welghing the equity of a policy
that we are given the choice of pursuing or
foreclosing, I believe we must consider the
centuries of discriminatory policies which
over the years have denied women a separate
legal existence if they were married, denled
their right to own or sell property, denied
them the right to vote and to the present
day has denied them the right to equal par-
ticipation and responsibility in our society.

I conclude that in fairness, as a matter of
equity, a perlod of extension should. be
granted—to allow a continuation of the de-
bate in a rational and informed fashion.

And for these reasons I urge the adoption
of the amendment.g

SCHARANSKY-GINZBURG TRIALS

HON. LESTER L. WOLFF

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, today I
wish to join with my colleazues, and with
the mi'llions of people throughout the
world, in expressing my outrage and deep
dismay over the trial and sentencing of
A.r_xa.t.oly Scharansky and Aleksandr
C'vlr_lzburg. These tragic events unfolded
while I was out of the country, in the
People_'s Republic of China, exploring the
many issues involved in normalizing rela-
tions with that country. Thus, this is my
first opportunity to officially comment on
the outcome of these trials.

I am deeply saddened by the brutal
sentences given Scharansky and Ginz-
burg. On the personal, humane, level
this is a calamity for Ginzburg, who, be-
cause of his ill health, is unlikely to live
through the rigors of his sentence; and
Scl}aransky is also likely to develop a
serious health problem, as the Soviet
prisons are known for their inhumane
conditions. Soviet hard labor camps do
not even meet standards established by
the United Nations for the minimum
amount of food necessary to survive. On
the level of United States-Soviet rela-
tions, the harsh sentences are having
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disastrous consequences. The Soviets
could have played down the trials or
avoided them altogether. Relations be-
tween our nations are being strained
severely.

Scharansky and Ginzburg, though
charged with “espionage and anti-Soviet
activities" were obviously on trial for the
“erimes" of wanting to emigrate to Israel,
and monitoring Soviet human rights
abuses. The Soviets tried to construct a
facade of legitimacy by the formality
of a civil trial. The spurious nature of
these trials was clearly demonstrated by
the transparent evidence. The Soviets
fabricated a Scharansky ‘“connection”
to the CIA, because his apartment mate,
Sanya Lipavsky, was a “walkon” volun-
teer for the CIA for a short time. It is
tragic that the CIA did not realize the
intent of this ploy until it was too late,
and the Soviets could use this tenuous
device to implicate Scharansky.

In a hearing yesterday I asked Mrs.
Scharansky whether she or her husband
had any connection at all with the CIA.
Even in her soft voice, her answering
“nyet” was a thunderous indictment of
this sham of a trial, which labelled “trea-
sonous’ Scharansky's courageous acts to
stand up for the truth. What profound
wells Scharansky must draw his courage
from, to spend 13 years in prison and
exile to defend the human rights of his
countrymen and himself.

The campaign of repression against
dissidents did not begin with Scharansky
and Ginzburg. These trials are just part
of the continuing efforts by the Soviets
to wipe out all dissent in the U.S.S.R. The
so-called crimes of Ginzburg and Schar-
ansky are the same as those which Uri
Orlov and Ida Nudel were convicted: of
monitoring Soviet compliance with the
Helsinki Accords on human rights. What
kind of society is it that jails and exiles
its citizens, not to mention its leading
scientists, for meonitoring compliance
with an agreement which it signed? It is
chilling to imagine trying to live in a so-
ciety that does not allow any criticism
whatsoever, In Western nations criticism
and dissent are the lifeblood of growth
and change. Disagreement and discus-
sion are what renew and refresh nations,
the process that leads to consensus and
wise decisionmaking. The Soviet cam-
paign of supression evidences an amaz-
ing lack of confidence in the ability of
their political system to survive eriticism.
It is evident the totalitarian Soviet sys-
tem cannot stand the light of day nor the
sight of truth.

I endorse and applaud all efforts by the
administration to secure the release of
Scharansky and Ginzburg. Other strong
measures must be taken as well. I support
and acclaim President Carter’s decision
to cancel the computer sale to the Soviet
news agency, Tass. This is a singularly
appropriate protest. since Scharansky is
a computer specialist. All other commer-
cial transactions with the Soviet Union
should be reviewed as well. In addition,
it is essential that we in the West con-
tinue to speak out, continue to attempt
to influence the Soviets to eliminate the
repression of dissenters. Only by persist-
ing in bringing Soviet oppression to world
attention can we hope there will ever be
any change.®
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ANDREW YOUNG’'S CONTRIBUTION
TO DIPLOMACY: EMBARRASS-
MENT TO OUR FRIENDS, AID TO
OUR ENEMIES

HON. LARRY McDONALD

OF GEORGIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

© Mr. McDONALD. Mr. Speaker, last
week I offered a resolution (H. Res. 1267)
calling for the impeachment of Andrew
Young, U.S. Ambassador to the United
Nations. Although the House chose to
cut off debate on whether Ambassador
Young's actions have constituted im-
peachable offenses, a gravely mistaken
decision in my opinion, the Soviet Union’s
propagandists have continued to feature
Ambassador Young's untrue allegations
to give new and spurious letigimacy to
their attacks on the United States and on
the brave dissidents in the U.S.S.R. who
have courageously demanded their free-
dom.

On the evening of July 12, the publi-
cation date in Paris of Ambassador
Young's remarks, Moscow TASS in
English said:

“In our prisons there are hundreds, maybe
even thousands of people whom I call political
prisoners. I was a political prisoner ten
years ago, when I was arrested on a civil
rights demonstration in Atlanta, Georgla,”
sald U.S, Permanent Representative to the
United Nations Andrew Young. These words
are noteworthy, since they come from a mem-
ber of the Cabinet, and therefore signify an
official admission that political persecution is
widespread in the United States.

In a Russian language broadcast for
internal U.S.S.R. consumption on July 13,
TASS noted with satisfaction:

The admission by A. Young, U.S. Perma-
nent Representative at the United Nations,
that thousands of political prisoners are being
held in U.S. prisons has caused embarrass-
ment in the White House: * * *

¢ * * Senator D, Bartlett is incensed that
Young has “totally wrecked" U.S. attempts
to influence world public opinion to partici-
pate in the hostile campaign against the
U.S5.5.R. unleashed by imperialist propaganda
under the hypocritical pretext of “concern”
for human rights.

Resorting to the customary “Big Lie"
technique perfected by the Communists
and the Nazis, the Soviet propaganda
broadcast went on to claim that “not
one of the outraged critics of A. Young
has been able to refute his statement.”
According to TASS, that lie was true
because of another lie, “suppression of
the civil rights of Americans and politi-
cal repressions are a daily occurrence in
modern America.”

TASS went on to quote Ambassador
Young's supplementary statement to the
press in Geneva:

A. Young, himself, who is now Iin Geneva
on U.N. business, reaffirmed his statement.
He repeated once again that "there are all
categories of political prisoners” in U.S.
prisons,

And on July 14, the Moscow Interna-
tional Service in an English language
international broadcast chose to inter-
pret the Ambassador’s statement that, if
asked, he would resign “as a sign of his
critical attitude toward the attempt of
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the American administration to interfere
in other countries’ affairs under the pre-
text of defending human rights.”

Predictably the Soviet Union's repres-
sive satellites immediately picked up the
Andrew Young allegations to justify
their own harsh abuse of dissidents seek-
ing elementary freedoms. According to
the Czech Communist Party newspaper,
Rude Pravo, on July 14:

The high ranking official of the Carter Ad-
ministration has thus confirmed that politi-
cal trials take place in the U.S. and that
many Americans are jailed for their convic-
tion.

Ambassado. Young, those who have
supported his false allegations, and those
who remain silent and do not challenge
him are lending themselves to an all-out
Soviet orchestrated propaganda drive
designed to undermine the only legiti-
mate aspect of this administration’s for-
eign policy innovations—its concern
with the massive violations of basic hu-
man rights that are a matter of state
policy in the Communist dictatorships.

The Ambassador’s allegations, and
those who support them, are made even
more deplorable by the fact that they
were made on the eve of two major kan-
garoo-type show trials of the leaders of
the Soviet dissident movement who had
demanded that the Government of the
U.S.S.R. adhere to the provisions of the
Helsinki agreements which the Soviet
Union had signed only 4 years ago and
grant such rights as all Americans, what-
ever their race, religion or national ori-
gin, exercise daily. With the assistance
of Ambassador Young, the KGB-super-
vised propoganda mills have sought to
trivialize the cruel sentences handed out
to Anatoly Scharansky and Alekandr
Ginzburg for desiring the right to wor-
ship as they wish, to marry as they
choose, and to emigrate to another
country.

Andrew Young's “political prisoner”
allegation was used at least four times
in the Moscow radio Russian language
domestic service, and at least six times
in the international foreign language
broadcasts on July 12 and 13 alone. These
broadcasts also rewarmed the human
rights violations smear attacks of the
past several years. The following TASS
excerpt from July 12 is typical:

The American authorities, using a wide
choice of antidemocratic laws, put into pri-
son ﬂghters for civil rlghts‘ againat racism,
dissidents. The Wilmington Ten, sentenced
to a total of 282 years in prison, are languish-
lng in jan with accusations against them
having been fabricated by policemen. The
leader of the Ten, Ben Chavis, in a letter to
President James Carter has said, “We re-
main, as before, political prisoners, languish-
ing in jall for our convictions."

The Charlotte trio, John Harris and others
are persecuted for similar “crimes.”

The policy of the present administration
is the mockery of the rights of the Ameri-
cans, sald public leader A. Boy at a meeting
in New York, outside the building of the
federal court. Where are the rights of Ben
Chavis and the Wilmington Ten? Where are
the rights of Assata Shakur? Where are the
rights of thousands of political prisoners put
in jnll for their protesr.s agalnst racism and

political repressions which are now rife in
the United States?

The persons mentioned in the above
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TASS story are not political prisoners,
but common felons, convicted in our
courts after due process. With regard to
the case of the Wilmington Ten, our dis-
tinguished colleague from North Caro-
lina (Mr. MARrTIN) again pointed out
some of the facts in the case to us on
July 13, 1978, when he said:

They (the Wilmington 10) were not tried
and convicted for political activity or for
their political beliefs. They were tried and
convicted of conspliracy to fire bomb an
ethnic store. They have become since then a
political group, but their conviction arose
out of their action in inciting a riot against
the people of Wilmington, N.C., which cul-
minated in the fire-bombing of a Greek-
American. I would insist that there is no
civil right or political right to fire bomb.

The so-called “Charlotte Three" were
also properly convicted in North Caro-
lina for the crime of arson, specifically
of burning down a riding stable in which
a large number of saddle horses were
burned to death. There is no civil right
to burn down a man's property.

John Harris, alias “Imani,” was one of
three convicted prisoners known as the
Atmore-Holman brothers, charged with
murdering a prison guard and riot, who
received wide publicity and support
among U.S. revolutionary groups. Fol-
lowing his conviction for the murder of
the prison guard. Harris was sentenced
to death. Like the others named above,
Harris continues to have the protection
of full due process.

Assata Shakur is the alias of Joanne
Deborah Chesimard, a leader of the ter-
rorist Black Liberation Army (BLA)
and of the Eldridge Cleaver faction of
the Black Panther Party. She is serving
a life term in New Jersey not for “civil
rights activities” but for a first degree
murder conviction of a New Jersey State
police officer in a shootout on the New
Jersey Turnpike on May 2, 1973.

It is noted that the campaigns to free
these so-called U.S. political prisoners
were conducted first by the Moscow-
controlled Communist Party, U.S.A.
(CPUSA), and its prison-organizing
front organization, the National Alliance
Against Racism and Political Repression
(NAARPR). It is also noted that nearly
all of the 17 persons named as “political
prisoners” by Amnesty International
were first supported and backed by the
CPUSA, its NAARPR, and the World
Peace Council (WPC), Moscow's chief
propaganda apparatus aimed at influ-
encing public opinion in the free world.

The question to ask Ambassador
Young is whether he still equates con-
victed murderers like Gary Tyler, Assata
Shakur, John Harris, and arsonists like
the Wilmington Ten and Charlotte
Three with the nonviolent bravery of
Scharansky and Ginzburg?

The official Soviet newspaper, Izvestia,
on July 14, not only supported Ambassa-
dor Young's charge that there were
“hundreds, mayvbe thousands of political
prisoners” in this country, but also at-
tacked his critics as “evidence of a Ku
Klux Klan mentality.”

It appears that Izvestia's propa-
gandists have taken as their own some
misconceptions of our colleague, the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
MITCHELL) .

Our Maryland colleague should be
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aware from his personal experience over
the past 7 months that the real “Ku Kiux
Klan mentality” rejects reasoned debate
of controversial issues and indeed, ap-
parently the whole electoral process in
favor of intimidation by violence.

Our Maryland colleague knows, and
the rest of the Congress should know,
that the gentleman's life and property
were saved only a few days ago because
the Maryland State Police had, at very
considerable personal risk to the officers
involved, penetrated a small subgroup
formed by members of the Imperial
Knights of the Ku Klux Klan in Mary-
land who planned to bomb his house, the
B'nai Jacob Congregation in suburban
Baltimore, and other targets.

As we all know, most police agencies
are now prevented from conducting
covert operations invelving the penetra-
tion by undercover officers and infor-
mants of violence-prone organizations by
pressure from the same forces that en-
gineered the abolition of the House Com-
mittee on Internal Security. Indeed, in
the State of Maryland, our colleague has
been prominent among the critics of
police intelligence activities.

I would like to remind my colleagues
that it was a 2-year series of investiga-
tions and public hearings on the KKK
in 1965 and 1966, conducted by this body’s
investigating arm, the former House
Committee on Un-American Activities,
which according to the Anti-Defamation
League of B'nai Brith resulted in the im-
mediate and severe loss of membership
by KKK groups.

My colleagues will also remember that
in 1974 and 1975, the gentleman from
Maryland was an active participant in
the groun that successfully maneuvered
the abolition of the successor of the
successor of the House Committee on
Un-American  Activities—the House
Committee on Internal Security.

I am proud to say that my first act as
a Member of Congress and of the Demo-
cratic caucus was to fight to continue the
invaluable work of the Internal Security
Committee.

Mr. Speaker, I would respectfully sug-
gest that if the gentleman from Mary-
land would seriously like to fight the
“KKK mentality"—the mentality of ter-
rorism—he would join with me as a co-
sponsor of House Resolution 48 to re-
establish the Internal Security Commit-
tee and ask the Rules Committee to take
immediate action on this measure.®

SPREADING OIL SCANDALS

HON. RONALD M. MOTTL

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. MOTTL. Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to join me and Chairman
DivgeLL and Chairman Moss in register-
ing their protest over the rip-off of Amer-
ican consumers by some oil companies.
The companies are passing off “old”
oil as ‘‘new” oil and reaping an extra and
illegal profit of more than $6.50 a barrel.
What is even more disturbing is the
charge that the Government may have
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dragged its feet in investigating this
fraud.

A copy of a letter I have sent to Energy
Secretary James Schlesinger and a copy
of the oil rip-off story which appeared
in the July 24, 1978 edition of Time
magazine follow:

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., July 19, 1978.
Hon. JAMES SCHLESINGER,
Secretary, Department of Energy,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SECRETARY SCHLESINGER: I was ap-
palled to read in the current issue of Time
Magazine the enclosed article, “Spreading
0Oil Scandals." It outlines a unique scheme
by some oll companies and some fuel brokers,
which has cost the American consumer mil-
lions and possibly even billions of dollars.

The article alleges that many oil companies
in Texas are profiteering by selling “old” oil
now priced at £5.34 a barrel at the "new" oil
price of $11.87 a barrel, making an additional
and illegal profit of more than $6.50 a barrel.

It is estimated that those profiteers are
selling between 100.000 and 500,000 barrels
of oil a day at the illegal rate. The whopping
profit they are reaping—at the expense of
the American public—is astronomical.

The article also cites the operation of
“dalsy chains,” a shady yet highly profit-
able relationship between fuel brokers and
oil companies. These brokers and oil inter-
ests are engaged In massive price swindling
by selling and reselling refined oil back and
forth each time at & higher price, before
eventually selling it to an electric power
company. The article said Florida Power was
ripped off to the tune of $8.5 million by one
of these “'dalsy chains.” This was passsed on
to the consumer via a fuel adjustment
clause.

(Earlier this year I introduced H.R. 11228
to prevent these kinds of abuses relating to
fuel adjustment clauses.)

But the most shocking revelation was the
fact that the Department of Energy and the
Justice Department engaged in foot-drag-
ging in thelr investigation of this practice
and that there may have been outright col-
lusion between some of the probers and
probed.

Incidents like these are a major reason
why the American public refuses to take the
energy crisis serlously and is losing faith in
the federal government. It is particularly
disgusting to me that these profiteers are
making their quick bucks and playing their
unscrupulous games with our precious en-
ergy supplies.

Assuming these rip-offs did occur and are
occurring, they should be stopped forthwith
and the perpetrators of the fraud and possi-
ble collusion should be prosecuted to the
full extent of the law. This would deter any
oil companies or private or government offi-
cials from participation in such scandalous
and reprehensible behavior.

I would appreciate this matter receiving
your prompt attention and I am herewith
requesting an immediate investigation and
report from you about allegations in this
article. I would like to hear from you as
£oon as possible as to what is being done by
your Department to eliminate this uncon-
sclonable fraud to the American consumer.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation
in this matter.

Sincerely,
RoNaLp M. MoTTL,
Member of Congress.

|From Time Magazine, July 24, 1978

SPREADING OIL SCANDALS—THEY COULD
INVOLVE BILLIONS OF DOLLARS

Over lunch in Houston, a prominent law-
yer volced a highly unusual complaint.
Buslness was so good, he said, that his firm
was turning away many potential clients,
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sending them as far away as Washington
and New York for counsel. The reason: so
many oilmen are involved in the fast-widen-
ing scandal of illegally selling low-priced
“old" oll as expensive “new” oll that Hous-
ton’s attorneys cannot take on new clients
without becoming involved in conflicts of in-
terest, Says one Houston oll consultant: “It's
such an interwoven web that I doubt there
Is anybody in town who is not going to
be touched by it."

The oilmen have reason to worry. After
months of slow, top-secret investigations by
the Justice Department, the Department of
Energy, a congressional subcommittee and
several grand jurles, a long list of allega-
ticns is about to be aired. So far, most of
the charges are believed to center not on the
big oil majors but on relatively smaller in-
dependents. Criminal indictments are ex-
pected to be handed down for prosecution
in coming months against both companies
and individuals.

Investigators are considering pressing
charges under the racketeering statutes that
until now have been used largely against
organized crime; they provide for a longer
statute of limitations, stiff penalties and
the recovery of profits illegally gained. These
sums, estimates one federal official who has
been kept informed of the investigations,
could amount to billlons of dollars.

There are three broad, often overlapping
categories of investigation:

OLD OIL AS NEW

In mid-1973, the Government set up a
two-tler price structure that established a
low rate (now $5.34 per bbl.) for old oil al-
ready in production and, as an incentive for
exploration, a higher price (now $11.87) for
new finds. Under near wartime security in
Houston, the Justice Department and six
FBI agents are looking into charges that ofl
companies camouflaged the origins of old
oil and sold it as new crude.

The Department of Energy has already

audited about a dozen companies for viola-
tlons and has turned over its dossiers on at
least three companies to the Justice Depart-
ment for possible criminal prosecution. The
records of 73 more companies in the Hous-
ton area are yet to be audited by the

Government. In addition, the Justice De-
partment is conducting an investigation,
code-named Project X, into possible price
manipulations by a major U.S. oil company.

Estimates of the total odd-to-new switch
range from 100,000 to 500,000 bbl. a day, with
illegal profits running at around $6.50 per
bbl. The mechanics of the switch are easy:
all oll looks the same, and it is just a matter
of falsifying paper work to hide its origins.
The risks of being caught have been small—
up to now. As one federal investigator told
Time Correspondent Rudolph Rauch: “All an
oil guy had to do was look at the enforcement
procedures and laugh."

DAISY CHAINS

Justice Department and FBI oll-fraud
strike forces, working with at least one
grand jury in Tampa, Fla., are also looking
into pricing swindles carried out by fuel
brokers and oil companies. Some oflmen and
brokers conspired to sell and resell refined
oil several times among themselves, each
time at a higher price with large kickbacks,
before finally passing it on to an end user,
who was either part of the conspiracy or
especially gullible,

The sales involved only a plece of paper
being shuffled between desks; the actual oil
never changed location. The most celebrated
case to date involved the ripoff of Florida
Power for as much as $8.5 million. Since
that fraud was made public last August by
the St. Petersburg Times, FBI agents have
uncovered but not yet publicly identified
other daisy chains, some apparently renter-
ing in Houston. Grand juries are sald to be
probing into these operations.
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COVER-UPS AND LONG DELAYS

Congress has bacome increasingly uphappy
with the glacial pace with which first the
DOE .and now the Justice Department have
pursued their parallel investigations into the
new-for-old and the dalsy-chain swindles,
Investigators for the House Subcommittee on
Energy and Power are looking into the pos-
sibility that there might have been outright
collusion between some of the probers and
the probed, even though oilmen argue that
the delays were probably caused by DOE
understafiing and inefficiency. Says Michael
Barrett, a subcommittee counsel: “Some of
these cases were ready to go two years ago,
and we certainly intend to look at the prac-
tices of the Houston DOE office.”

The subcommittee is also concerned that
two federal energy officlals became so frus-
trated by foot-dragging and the lack of sup-
port from their superiors that they com-
plained publicly. A former auditor of the
old Federal Energy Administration, Dale
Kuehn, went public to describe how his
memos suggesting that cases should be “pro-
secuted with dispatch' were habitually ig-
nored. A DOE investigator, Joe McNefl, went
to the subcommittee in June; he said he
found in Houston “'$1 billlon worth of fraud,
four auditors., no secretary and no support."

Other federal Investigators insist that there
has been no foot-dragging and no cover-up.
“The investigation is just complicated,” says
J. A. ("Tony") Canales, the U.S. Attorney for
Houston. "You're damn right it is being done
in unusual secrecy. I don't want to hurt
anybody who is innocent. We are conducting
an investigation with the FBI into certain
business entities involved in the reselling of
oll. I am informed that there were some 60
or 70 such businesses created almost over-
night. Not all are under investigation, of
course, but the investigation is mushroom-
ing" @

AD HOC CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEE ON IRISH AFFAIRS PURSUES
ADMINISTRATION TO PUSH FOR
HUMAN RIGHTS IN NORTHERN
IRELAND

HON. MORGAN F. MURPHY

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

@ Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday a most salient letter fto the
editor appeared in the Washington Star
dealing with the administration’s
“policy” on human rights. The author
astutely observes that it is a policy which
is at best selectively enforced. While
great consternation was registered by the
administration about the verdict in the
Sheharansky case, consternation which
was justified, this same administration
has remained almost totally silent about
documented human rights violations past
and ongoing in Northern Ireland.

The Ad Hoc Congressional Committee
on Irish Affairs under the leadership of
my colleague Mario Bracer has been
seeking to have the administration ad-
dress this vital concern. I am proud to
serve as a member of this committee
and join with Mr. Biacer in the belief
that peace can never come to Northern
Ireland while human rights deprivations
are occurring.

The President undertook an admir-
able initiative when he made human
rights a fundamental aspect of his ad-
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ministration’s foreign policy. Where he
has applied pressure, we have seen some
results. The European Commission and
Court of Human Rights and most re-
cently Amnesty International have docu-
mented human rights violations in
Northern Ireland. It is the intention of
the Ad Hoc Committee to place all 78
of the Amnesty International cases into
the CoNGrRESSIONAL RECORD. It is our fur-
ther hope that this attention will prompt
the administration to speak out on these
human rights problems.

I now wish to place into the RECORD
the letter entitled “Things Are Bad All
Over?”

LETTERS TO THE EpITOR.—THINGS ARE BAD ALL
OVER?

I must congratulate you on your editorial,
“*‘Human Rights’ on trial” (July 11). You
have expressed what many concerned Amer-
icans have feared to be the ugly truth, which
is that our government is not about to "rock
the boat” seriously in favor of human rights
for those so sorely oppressed In foreign coun-
tries. Many words have spewed forth on be-
half of those under political, mental or physi-
cal harassment, yet it s now very clear that
no other actions will be taken.

Those individuals referred to as ‘‘dissi-
dents"” in the Soviet Union receive the widest
possible notorlety because of their residence.
The Soviet Unlon, regardless of what anyone
may hope for in the future, Is indeed our
most formidable enemy. Other countries also
unfriendly toward us have made headlines of
their national policies. In all of these cases,
& partial defense of the Carter administra-
tion's inaction might possibly be made on
the basis of an inability to deal easlly with
the feisty leaders of the nations concerned.

But what defense, if any, can be made
when the gullty party is one of the our
staunchest allies? I am referring to Eng-
land’'s relationship with the Irish-Catholles
in Northern Ireland. Here, as in all other
situations involving the infringement of hu-
man rights, the Carter administration has
taken no significant actions whatsoever.
This, in my opinion, has no satisfactory
explanation.

The facts are shocking and unknown to
the majority of Americans. England has ac-
tually been found guilty of numerous human
rights violations by an international court.
More unsettling than that, alone, is the fact
that she openly admitted her crimes without
lifting a hand in defense. The evidence pre-
sented against her was so overwhelming that
no defense was possible!

English leaders subsequently promised to
"try harder” to curtail the acts of torture and
internment inflicted upon Irish-Catholics in
the North of Ireland. Did anything change?
Absolutely not! A recent report by Amnesty
International, recipient of the 1977 Nobel
Peace Prize, actually stated that conditions
were now worse than before. English troops
and interrogators in Northern Ireland were
found to be waging a full-scale campaign of
terror, torture and mental abuse against any-
one suspected of sympathizing with the
plight of the Irish-Catholics. Once again,
the White House did nothing for fear of alie-
nating our longtime British friends.

Rep. Mario Biaggi of New York, who has
within the last year formed the Ad-Hoc Com-
mittee on Irish Affairs, now 110 strong, has
continually urged the president to intervene.
Yet the administration remains silent while
the English, who themselves were besieged
by the scourge of Hitler not long ago, deal so0
cruelly with the Irish.

I can see no reason for such blatant inac-
tion. This is why I join with The Star in urg-
ing President Carter to rethink his stance on
the question of human rights. His policy
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should be one of action, not just words, and
it should apply to friend and foe alike.
JoHN F. McGRATH.@
HERNDON, VA.

e —

THE PRICE OF FREEDOM
FOR US ALL

HON. ROBERT L. F. SIKES

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

@ Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, just a few
days ago, my distinguished colleague
from Florida, Mr. BENNETT, entered a
tribute before the House to a young
naval aviator who had lost his life in
the service of our country. That I should
have the same task today about two
other such fine young men is a sobering
reminder of the great cost of our free-
dom even during periods which most of
us think of as peacetime, It is also a
reminder of how much our Nation ex-
pects from those who accept the heavy
responsibility and associated dangers of
being an operational Navy flier.

Lt. Comdr. William Charles Matthews,
the mission commander of the exercise
in progress, was a naval flight officer
who received much of his training at
Pensacola. He was a 1968 graduate of the
U.S Naval Academy with a bright future,
a lovely wife Gayle and two sons Taylor
and Jonathan.

The pilot of that aircraft, Lt. (jg.)
Patrick Joseph Kileline, like his father,
Adm. Tom Kilecline, and his brother Tom
before him, wore his Navy wings of gold
with the great and honest pride properly
associated with them. He had been close
to naval aviation and Navy aircraft all
his life. He was a small boy when his
father flew from Randolph, Saratoga,
and Ranger with Heavy Attack Squadron
9. He was 13 years old when his fa-
ther took command of Heavy Attack
Squadron 11. Pat Kilcline followed his
father’s footsteps to the U.S. Naval Acad-
emy, from which he graduated in 1975
a rounded man, conversant in political
science as well as the naval arts, and an
accomplished athlete and rugby player.
He put all the physical and mental re-
sources at his command into the de-
manding and entirely voluntary chal-
lenge of becoming a naval aviator and a
fighter pilot.

He faced the supremely lonely task
which all naval aviators face of looking
down that final approach in an aircraft
carrier flight pattern and bringing his
aircraft aboard solo despite the pitch-
ing deck and the ever-present butter-
flies. It was a danger and a challenge
which he would face many times again,
day and night, in good weather and bad,
in shaping and sharpening the fighting
edge which makes Navy combat pilots
some of the finest in the world. He dem-
onstrated himself capable and was en-
trusted with flying the most sophisti-
cated and capable combat aireraft in the
world, the F-14 Tomecat. The state-of-
the-art in the aviation world was his
everyday work. He met and courted the
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girl he was to marry only a few months
ago, Georgene Gibbs of Pensacola, and
went on to San Diego and duty with
Fighter Squadron 211. It was during
flight operations last Sunday in the op-
erating area southwest of San Diego
that Lieutenant Kilcline and Lieutenant
Commander Matthews were lost at sea.

Patrick Kilcline excelled when other
men were satisfied with less, he acted
decisively when decision meant respon-
sibility, he saw commitment as neces-
sary and embraced it. Patrick Kilcline
did not wait to see the realization of his
potential—he tried every day to realize
it to the fullest extent that he could.

Pat Kileline and Bill Matthews leave
behind many friends, memories for their
loved ones and lives as filled with
achievement and daring in their short
vears as many men fit into three score
and ten. They took to themselves the
greatest of life’s challenges, always
striving to improve and to take in full
measure the responsibilities inherent in
their sworn oath to defend the Consti-
tution of our country against all en-
emies. That they well and faithfully dis-
charged that oath in the spirit which 200
years of Navy tradition intended is
abundantly clear.

There have been many Patrick Kil-
clires and Bill Matthewses in the long
history of our Navy and its aviation arm.
Their names are legion and their contri-
butions to making our country the free
and peaceful land it is today are beyond
price. It is a poignant and real reminder
to all of us as Americans just what we
are asking of the men in our Armed
Forces, and especially those who choose
to enter the hazardous and demanding
field of naval aviation. We are asking not
only those men themselves, but their
families and loved ones, to make sacri-
fices of enormous scope and breadth in
what is to most of our countrymen a
“peacetime” environment. We should
be mindful that in the military profes-
sion hazard plays no favorities and
courage has no substitute. The men in-
volved take both oath and hazard vol-
untarily. They have a destiny and a
high purpose. They face not only dan-
ger, but the loneliness of long deploy-
ments away from loved ones, the uncer-
tainties of contingency operations, and
must constantly prepare themselves to
be ready for the even greater hazards
of war. It is only because our Nation
produces such men that the rest of us
are able to enjoy in such great measure
as we do the blessings of peace, pros-
perity and freedom. Let us not forget
that, for we do so at our peril.®

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK

HON. PETER H. KOSTMAYER

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, July 18, 1978
® Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Speaker, to-
day I join my colleagues upon the 20th

annual observance of Captive Nations
Week, During this week, Americans re-
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affirm their support for those of the cap-
tive nations who are denied the most
basic and fundamental rights and free-
doms we take for granted each day.

Today, our attention naturally turns to
the denial of human freedom in the So-
viet Union. This is a time to express our
anger and sadness at the treatment of
Anatoly Shcharansky, Alexander Ginz-
burg, and others living behind the Iron
Curtain who are being denied basic hu-
man rights—rights guaranteed in the
Helsinki agreement, signed by the So-
viet Union, Canada, the United States,
and 34 other nations. Once again, we
call upon the Soviet Union to honor the
terms of that agreement.

Captive Nations Week focuses on the
plicht of the oppressed in the Soviet
Union and behind the Iron Curtain, yet
it is important to recognize that hu-
man rights violations persist in nations
throughout the world. In many countries,
not only are the basic rights of speech,
press, religion, assembly, and travel de-
nied, but torture, arbitrary detention
without charge or trial, and summary
executions have become common, even
institutionalized forms of repression
perpetrated by tyrants from the left and
right alike.

The United States and all nations
which believe in human freedom have
an obligation to speak out against these
outrages. As long as such abuses continue
to exist, we in America have a responsi-
bility to condemn them. For oppression
anywhere threatens the rights and free-
doms of people everywhere. There is no
greater danger to our own freedom than
for us to stand by silently while human
rights are denied to others.

One of the sad lessons of the holocaust
during World War II was not only Nazism
itself but the silence of the bystanders.
Though aware of the intensifying perse-
cution of the Jews, many chose not to
speak out. There are other tragic exam-
ples throughout history of such silence.
Early in this century, the Turks extermi-
nated 1'5 million Armenians. Years later,
Hitler said “who still remembers the Ar-
menians’ as he put into effect the exter-
mination of European Jews. Even today,
Idi Amin of Uganda is responsible, ac-
cording to modest estimates, for the
death of 150,000 of his countrymen. And
in Cambodia perhaps as many as 1 mil-
lion have been murdered by the bloody
rule of Pol Pot, It is important, then,
during this week that we recall what has
been allowed to happen. For we must
never lose sight of our responsibility to
speak out for human rights at home and
abroad.

But, we must also look inward and ex-
amine our own society. For the measure
of an open society is its ability to examine
itself critically—to recognize strengths
but also weaknesses. This we must do if
Wwe are to serve as an example to the rest
of the world of what a truly free society
can be.

America has always been a symbol of
hope and freedom. We must demonstrate
in our own lives that our commitment to
democracy and decency is not one which
applies only to other people in other
lands. As we commemorate Captive Na-
tions Week, let us remember the found-
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ing principles of America and continue
to remind ourselves that these basic
rights and freedoms are not just Ameri-
can, but universal.®

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK

HON. WILLIAM F. GOODLING

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, July 18, 1978

® Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, in his
statement proclaiming this to be Captive
Nations Week President Carter said,
“For more than 200 years our Nation
has sustained the belief that national
independence, liberty. and justice are
fundamental rights of all people.” The
President acknowleges the universal ap-
plication of our Declaration of Inde-
pendence and the obligation implied by
that document. I applaud his statement
and am pleased to make a few remarks
of my own in observation of Captive Na-
tions Week.

According to my dictionary (O.E.D.)
the word “‘captive” means “kept in con-
finement or bondage.” Today we call at-
tention to those nations and individuals
in bondage or enslaved. We could easily
call this “Enslaved Nations Week” or
“Nations in Bondage Week.” This makes
the point a bit clearer, I think.

Our world is divided between two con-
flicting understandings of human na-
ture. It is a split which cannot be over-
come by diplomacy, or kind words, or
trade, or more missiles, or dance com-
panies, but descends deep into the spirit
of each regime, animating their words,
while giving meaning to their actions.
“The deep manifold split bears the dan-
ger of manifold disaster for all of us, in
accordance with the ancient truth that
a kingdom—in this case our Earth—di-
vided against itself cannot stand.”* To
face this grim truth of our age is to be-
gin to appreciate the delicacy of our lib-
erty and to view the future with the
terrifying knowledge of what we or our
children may have to face.

Senator Moynihan has said that lib-
eral democracy as a form of government
is on the decline. It is indeed remarkable
that when the choice between freedom
and tyranny is so clear even those grown
up in a liberal democracy cannot grasp
the distinction. Some of our leading
scholars and political men confuse sta-
bility and quiet with free choice and jus-
tice, They believe, in the case of Africa
for instance, that even if the Soviets and
Cubans control Angola or Ethiopia,
trade with the West will bring these
countries over to our way of thinking.
Tell this to the Czechoslovakians. Am-
bassador Young, referring to the United
States and the Soviet Union, says, “I
don't agree that the systems can be put
in opposition.” Tell this to Anatoli
Shcharansky. Many believe that because
we can talk with the Soviets our rela-
tions are good. “After all,”” says Mr.
Young, “Vance and Gromyko meet prac-
tically every month.” Well so did Cham-

*Alexander Solzhenitsyn, Speech at Har-
vard University, June 1978.
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berlain and Hitler and so did Ribbentrop
and Molotov.

If liberal democracy as a regime is on
the course to ultimate extinction, it is at
least in part due to our own self doubt
and our own lack of will to stand against
the regimes of tyranny. What do the
peoples of Eastern Europe say when they
view the regime of liberty and see that it
doubts its own goodness. Utopian consid-
erations on the best way of life show the
West to be deficient, but we are not here
today to be compared with the best of
all possible worlds, but to see our own
world plainly, Plainly then, we face each
day a regime in Russia responsible for
the death of 66 million of its own people,
that to this day maintains a system of
prison camps and “mental hospitals” the
function of which is to turn men's minds
and souls to mush.

This process of dehumanization goes
on in the Soviet Union unfettered by
doubts of good and evil and in defiance
of every decent human passion. Some-
times we need this fact “thrown in our
face,” as Robert Conquest does in his new
book “Kolyma." As a complement to
Solzhenitsyn’s “Gulag,"” Conquest tells of
the death camps in the Kolyma region of
the Soviet Union. Initially organized to
mine gold, the camps become staging
areas for an unspeakable barbarism.
Perhaps even Eichmann could have
found increase for the depravity of his
own soul by studying the inhumanity at
Kolyma. I recommend this book to every-
one in need of a perspective on the kind
of men who occupy the seat of govern-
ment in Russia.

Our obligation as the regime of liberty
is courageously and unrelenting to follow
our conscience and the best that is within
us. If this means we interfere with Soviet
internal affairs—so be it. “On our
crowded planet there are no longer inter-
nal affairs,” Solzhenitsyn says. “The
Communists leaders say, ‘Do not inter-
fere in our internal affairs. Let us
strangle our citizens in peace and quiet.’
But I tell you: Interfere as much as you
can. We beg vou to come and interfere.”

This is the message of the dissidents
who are so much on our minds today.
They teach us of the courage we lack, of
the freedom we so blithely accept and of
our obligation to the preservation of the
possibility of complete human souls. To
forget them when there are no show
trails or headlines is to forget the tor-
ture they will suffer at the hands of our
enemies, the total dehumanization of
soul.

If the idea of liberty is to survive the
unrelenting onslaught of the regimes of
tyranny it will be that idea’s best home—
America—that saves it. But we may have
to learn from the towering example of
the dissidents what liberty really
means.®

PHILIP R. McGRATH, M.D.

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. MICHEL. Mr, Speaker, there are
few subjects that have received more na-
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tional attention in recent years than our
health system. Volumes have been writ-
ten and countless speeches have been
made about the problems and the prog-
ress of health services in the United
States. Yet all too often we forget that
at the heart of our health system is the
doctor, the person to whom we turn when
personal health problems arise.

Today, I would like to pay tribute to
a doctor who represents in so many ways
all that is best in American medicine. I
refer to Dr. Philip R. McGrath of Peoria
who, on July 31, 1978, will close the med-
ical office he has maintained for 49 years.
All of those years were spent in Peoria
with the exception of time spent in ad-
ditional medical training and several
years in service to his country as a lieu-
tenant commander in the U.S. Navy. At
age T7 with 49 years of dedicated service
to the people of Peoria behind him, Dr.
McGrath can look back in well-deserved
pride at his accomplishments.

Dr. McGrath became a member of
Peoria’s St. Francis Hospital's active
staff in 1931 and was certified by the
American Board of Ophthalmologists in
1939. He is a member of the Illinois State
Medical Society, the American Medical
Association and the American Academy
of Ophthalmologists, the Peoria County
Medical Society and the Central Illinois
Association of Ophthalmologists.

Dr. McGrath was president of the
active staff of St. Francis Hospital from
1948 to 1949 and has served on all of the
major medical staff committees of the
hospital. He has constantly participated
in the educational training programs of-
fered for residents and interns at St.

Francis Hospital-Medical Center during
his 46 years of active staff membership.
He was elected to the honorary staff in
December 1974.

When the history of our time is writ-
ten, the scientific and medical advances
we have witnessed will certainly be rec-
ognized as among the wonders of the
world. But I believe that history will also
record that it was doctors like Philip
McGrath who made the major contribu-
tion to American medicine. He has con-
tributed not only his skills but his dedi-
cation, not only his knowledge but his
concern, not only his willingness to help
those in need but his belief in the sys-
tem of medicine we have in this country.

My best wishes go to Dr. McGrath and
his family as he leaves the practice of
medicine his presence has graced for all
these years.@

CAUSE FOR ALARM

HON. BOB WILSON

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. BOB WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I in-
clude the following in the REcorp:
| From Sea Power, July 1978]
CAUSE FOR ALARM

Except for one or two paragraphs, Presi-
dent Jimmy Carter ignored both the U.S.
Navy and his own defense budget in that
well-publicized “confrontation or coopera-
tion" speech on 7 June to the graduating
class at the Naval Academy.
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The President was smart. He had, to para-
phrase Mr. Churchill, much to be quiet
about.

He might have been one or two paragraphs
smarter, however. Because what he said was
this: “False or excessive estimates of Soviet
strength or of American weakness contrib-
utes to the effectiveness of Soviet propa-
ganda efforts. For example, recent alarming
news reports of military budget proposals
for the U.S. Navy ignored the fact that we
have the highest defense budget in history
and that the largest portion of this will go
to the Navy."

The Commander-in-Chief needs either a
new speechwriter or a new clipping service.
Let's take a look at some of those “recent
alarming news reports” and see who ignored
what:

Time, in its 8 May cover story ("The Navy
Under Attack'), stressed the “vast increase
in naval power” which now gives the Soviet
Union a numerical advantage over the
United States in: cruisers (37 Soviet to 27
U.S.); nuclear attack submarines (88 to 68);
and destroyers and frigates (195 to 129).
Only in aircraft carriers is the United States
ahead (13 to 1). Time also accurately re-
ported “the Navy's slice of next year's pro-
posed $126 billion defense budget request is
the largest allocated any Individual military
service.”

Earlier, U.S. News & World Report, in a
6 March special report (“U.S. Navy in Dis-
tress'”), also sald the Navy "still gets the
biggest slice of the defense budget—#$36.6
billion." But USN&WR used a similar table
of USN-vs.-Soviet Navy statisties to demon-
strate that the Russians now have “a true
blue-ocean navy,” and quoted “American
naval officials” as saying that “the Soviet
Union now has a formidable capacity to
disrupt shipping between this country and
its allies—and to threaten the fiow of sup-
plies, including oil, to the U.S., from over-
seas."

The March issue of the Armed Forces
Journal also spelled out the individual budget
allocations by service and conceded that the
overall fiscal year 1979 Defense Department
budget request is ‘‘the highest ever pro-
posed to Congress.” But AFJ emphasized
that, “Even using extremely conservative CIA
estimates, the USSR has spent at least $500
billion more than the U.S. on usable military
capability since 1968."

Finally, SEA POWER said in the second
paragraph of its February analysis of the
FY 1979 defense budget request that, "as
has been the case for the past several years,
the Navy once more has the largest individual
service budget”—then added, much later in
the story, that over the past 10 years, while
the U.S. Navy has been reduced from 9876 to
464 ships, “the Soviet naval threat has stead-
ily worsened, U.S. dependence on overseas
imports of raw materials (particularly Per-
sian Gulf oil) has substantially increased,
and the number of U.S. land bases overseas
has been reduced in number, with most of
those that remain significantly more vul-
nerable either politically or militarily.”

So who's ignoring the facts, or falling to
put them into proper perspective? Not those
recent alarming news reports, but the Presi-
dent himself—because he also said the fol-
lowing in his Annapolis speech: “The U.S.
Navy has no peer on the seas today ... We
need not be overly concerned about our abil-
ity to compete and to compete successfully.
There is certainly no cause for alarm.”

But if the President is not “overly con-
cerned,” a lot of other Americans are. Con-
sider the following:

(1) A research paper by the CIA's National
Foreign Assessment Center which was re-
leased in January concludes that BSoviet
“military investment” expenditures (for
weapons procurement and force moderniza-
tion) “were about 207 greater than U.S. out-
lays" during the 1967-77 time frame "and
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since 1975 have been about 75% greater than
the U.S. level.”

(2) A "secret study prepared for NATO
leaders,” according to the Baltimore Sun
(29 May), warns that Soviet military power
will continue to build alarmingly over the
next decade . .. [during which] Soviet mili-
tary spending may be expected to increase by

. & year."

(3) Meanwhlile, Lawrence J. Korb demon-
strated, in the AEI Defense Review (Volume
Two, Number Two, released on 17 May),
that the administration’s much vaunted de-
fense budget reguest, although the largest
in history in current dollars, is in constant
dollars actually 2.27% below what the Ford
Administration had requested for defense
purposes for FY 1977. Korb concluded that,
“Although the growth in the proposed Carter
defense program (FY 1978-83) is substantial

. . the Carter projections are $41.4 billion
(467 ) below those of the previous admin-
istration" and that President Carter now
plans to cut back the previously announced
five-year shipbuilding program “by $29.6 bil-
lion (almost 47% ) in the FY 1979-83 period."

A rather consistent picture emerges, which
can be summarized as follows: At a time
when the USSR is outspending the United
States on defense by anywhere from 10 to 40
percent (the estimates vary widely), the Car-
ter administration is content to increase
U.S. defense spending by only about 24%
per year (Korb's estimate). Moreover, at a
time when the U.S. Navy is facing a major
challenge at sea—perhaps the greatest naval
challenge in the nation's history—this ad-
ministration is actually reducing U.S. naval
strength.

We suggest that there is indeed cause for
alarm: over the continuing high level of
Sovlet naval/military spending; over the re-
lative decline of U.S. naval strength:; and
over spending projections which indicate the
present adverse trends will probably worsen
during the foreseeable future.

But most of all over an administration
which is not overly concerned—an adminis=-
tration which either cannot or will not face
facts which by now have become alarmingly
apparent to everyone else.g

NUCLEAR POLICY: A DISQUIETING
SYMPTOM

HON. OLIN E. TEAGUE

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Speaker, Llewellyn
King, who is an acknowledged expert on
the world energy perspective, recently
addressed the third annual meeting of
the Uranium Institute in London.

I believe that his comments on nu-
clear policy, particularly in the present
administration, and its relationship to
what seems to be an increasing sense of
suspicion toward big institutions, growth
and high technology in general are im-
portant for all of my colleagues to con-
sider,

The text of the address appeared in
the July 14, 1978 issue of The Energy
Daily and is reprinted below.

[From the Energy Daily. July 14, 1878]
NUCLEAR POWER IN CrisIS: THE NEw CLASS
AssaULT
(By Llewellyn King)

In the 1950s and 60s, the best young legal
and technical minds in the United States
sought employment in the nuclear industry.
It was, as former congressman Cralg Hosmer
once described it, “the new frontier." Sue-
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cessive presidents had endorsed civilian nu-
clear power as holding the key to an energy-
rich future for the United States and for the
world. It was, of course, over-sold, and In
hindsight some of the expectations were
plainly excessive. Such projects as the nu-
clear airplane, the stimulation of natural
gas with nuclear devises and the irradiation
of food and lumber for indefinite preserva-
tion now seem to have been the products of
wild imagination.

But the basic yeoman function, the gen-
eration of electricity, has been surprisingly
successful, low in environmental costs and
without human fatalitles. There have been
technical problems, but they have been no
more insoluble and no worse than those af-
fecting other industries. On the face of it,
nuclear power has been a boon to those utili-
ties which committed themselves early and
which rely heavily on it, such as Northeast
Utilities in New England and Commonwealth
Edison, which serves the Chicago area.

Yet nuclear power is the source of a bitter
national controversy which extends from
picket lines at nuclear power plants all the
way to the President of the United States,
In many familles it divides fathers from
children; and so deep is the emotional feel-
ing, and so widespread the opposition, that,
on the basis of today's climate, nuclear power
cannot be considered a serlous contender
among the United States’ future energy
options.

In theory, the Department of Energy and
the Administration support & vigorous light-
water program; but ambivalence on the part
of President Carter and open hostility from
many of those whom he has brought into the
Administration make the theoretical support
of light-water reactors an empty promise.
The nuclear industry is surviving on a back-
log of orders, but it has retrenched it sales
stafls, and few utilities are expected to order
new units in the near future.

The industry is beleaguered and despond-
ent, unable to comprehend what it perceives
to be the injustice of its situation.

The opposition to nuclear power did not
appear overnight, but has grown steadily for
& decade, picking up converts and developing
its own expertise in opposition as it goes.
The greatest coup for the opposition, though,
was not really of its making; it was the elec-
tion of Mr. Carter, who Is sympathetic to
those who oppose nuclear and who has given
key decision-making jobs to some undis-
guised opponents of nuclear power. These
individuals. and their allles have worked
hard to frustrate the Department of Energy
and its declared policy, particularly in the
area of licensing reform.

I have been watching the nuclear contro-
versy for more than eight years and was, if
anything, initially sympathetic to the op-
ponents of the atom, because at first reading
their arguments are simple and appealing.
They trade on a host of idealistic yearnings,
particularly among young people, and they
are clothed in staunch moral legitimacy.
However, the opposition Is a movable feast,
and it has ranged over the years to all kinds
of subjects, from the health effects of low-
level radioactive emissions, to pressure-vessel
integrity, to emergency core cooling, to ter-
rorism and nuclear weapons proliferation.
Obvlously, to those opposed to nuclear power,
the hatred of the technology is pervasive and
the resolution which will satisfy it is nothing
short of a prohibition on nuclear develop-
ment.

A favored argument of the anti-nuclear
forces is that of waste disposal. But 97 per-
cent of the waste in the United States today
is derived from the weapons program; and a
permanent repository for this waste has to
be found no matter what the civilian future
for the atom. Nonetheless, the waste argu-
ment succeeds in inculeating public fear as
nothing else has done. At parties, on radio
programs and in debates, I am questioned
more often about waste than any other as-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

pect of nuclear power. However, those who
fan the fear of waste disposal are also, in
their blind hatred of the technology, those
who may make it Impossible for a perma-
nent repository to be located in an ideal
gecgraphic area. They have already indi-
cated that they will Incite local communi-
ties to oppose harboring the repository. This
means that the Nation will probably have
to settle for a less complete solution in the
form of engineered storage on government
reservations where the wastes are already
housed.

Likewise, the same self-fulfilling prophetic
approach has been used in proving that nu-
clear power is uneconomic. In the United
States it takes as long as 14 years to license
a plant, thus vastly adding to its costs
through the expense of carrying charges, an
expense that has been contributed to enor-
mously by the delaying tactics of the oppo-
nents and their protracted litigation of every
possible issue. The opponents profess en-
vironmentalism as their cause, but increas-
ingly the evidence is that they are motivated
by some other deep-seated hostility to high
technology that is only marginally assoclated
with the environment. The only logtcal sub-
stitut. for nuclear power in the United States
is coal, and its price and environmental dam-
age In human life is infinitely higher than
that for a nuclear-based electric supply sys-
tem. The United States is the world's largest
oll importer and is endangered economi-
cally and strategically by that fact. And,
while nuclear power cannot alleviate depend-
ence on oil, it could. in time, bring consid-
erable relief and provide a domestic and
therefore stable basis for electrical gener-
ation.

The apparent wisdom of going to nuclear
power has not been wasted on most of the
world but neither has the opposition to it
gone unnoticed. The United States repre-
sents a great de facto propaganda machine,
Its ideas, fads, music, movies. television pro-
grams and prevalling ethics flow around the
world in a continuous stream that no foreign
national identity nor government policy can
dam. Consequently. In the great mnuclear
struggle, ldeas germinated In the United
States have been reported to Western Europe
and even to Japan. Today opposition to ci-
vilian nuclear power is entrenched in many
natlons, but nowhere is it as sweeping nor as
effective as it has been in the U.S.

Opponents of nuclear energy have found
in the United States hundreds of opportuni-
ties to frustrate its development. They are
greatly alded in this by the openness of the
licensing system—originally designed to fur-
ther public understanding—and by the wide
provision for court review of adminstrative
decisions. The United States is the most liti-
glous nation in the world, and every nuclear
power plant is subject to a variety of court
proceedings.

Another aspect that has alded the legal
and political warfare directed at nuclear
power is the very presidential system which
distinguishes the U.S. from, say, the United
Kingdom. Continuity in parllamentary de-
mocracies is assured to some extent by the
permanent civil service and by the fact that
cabinet ministers and members of the shadow
cabinet become acquainted with complex is-
sues of national policy as they proceed up
their respective career ladders. In the United
States, high office can be thrust on a man
or a woman who is not familiar with the in-
tricacies of a program, simply because he or
she is appointed or elected. Hence, the first
two years of any American government often
embody a period of intense familiarization
with long-standing programs. It is my belief
that the Carter Administration came Into
office committed to dramatlc reforms but
with little knowledge of the precedents estab-
lished for it by previous administrations.
They took over the ship of state without
regard to its previous course or present
location.
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Nowhere was this more clear than in the
new Administration’s policy on proliferation,
where brilllant but uninformed men set out
to change the long-established free-world
policy, without regard to how that policy had
been established nor why it was regarded as
vital by those who had been party to its
creation. Observers watching the State De-
partment under Carter have been able to see
the President's team modify its stance in
direct relationship to its increasing knowl-
edge of nuclear technology and political
realities.

Unfortunately, there is no evidence that
such enlightenment has been universal in
the Carter Administration. Outside the State
Department, prejudice and bigotry over nu-
clear technology continue to thrive.

It is why there is this bigotry against the
technology that fascinates me, and I have
spent some years trying to analyze and ex-
plain it.

My conclusion is that it is a symptom of
a much wider sociological phenomenon in the
U.S. national character and that it Is inti-
mately Involved In the history of the post-
war perlod.

Those who oppose nuclear power are nomi-
nally known as environmentalists; sometimes
they are joined by so-called consumerists.
They are dedicated, articulate, well-educated,
middle-class and upper-middle class Ameri-
cans, many of who learned the art of public
protest during the Vietnam war, who believe
that the industrial-political axis which has
nurtured the development of peaceful atomic
energy is cynically foisting a dangerous and
unnecessary technology on a gullible Ameri-
can public, In their fight agailnst the tech-
nology. they have used the tools which come
easily to them as a result of their education
and social position: litigation, media manip-
ulation and guasi-scientific propaganda. Ad-
ditionally, they are now penetrating the po-
litical structure, as they have done at the
California Energy Commission, and are
waging a relentless and committed fight at
a grass-roots level against which the nuclear
Industry is almost powerless,

Why?

It is not easy to measure and understand
popular movements, but some major factors
ar> now becoming apparent. In the past
fifteen years, the United States has been rent
by four traumatic events that have produced
a stratum of soclety with a different set of
priorities and a different expectation for the
future of the United States than anyone has
previously contemplated. First, the civil
rights movement awakened the nation to its
accumulated sins of raclal diserimination
and sei off in the American psyche a flow of
guilt that has not yet been assuaged. Second,
tho Vietnam war presented thoughtful
Americans—particularly those of college
age—with a moral dilemma at odds with the
nation’s previous experience of war, when
decislons were made as a simple choice be-
tween good and evil. Third, the environ-
mental movement, born of necessity, raised
the American consciousness as to the cause
and effect of industrial and commercial life
and the survival of the ecology. And, finally,
the Watergate scandal cemented Iin some
Americans a fundamental distrust of estab-
lished institutions and the machinations of
thelr own government.

The distrust of institutions, many of which
could be blamed for the perceived betrayals
that I have just mentioned, extended to a
distrust of those things which are peculiarly
in the purview of big institutions. These are:
high technology; the manipulation of society
through the goods and services sold to it;
and capitalism itself, which, it may be
argued, was the engine driving the assault
on the environment. It was, too. the benign
accomplice of racial discrimination and the
enthusiastic ally of Lyndon Johnson's war
in Asia.

Simply. everything that went wrong had
been either perpetrated or encouraged by big
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business or big government or by those
elected with the support of the commerclal
sector of American soclety. But there is no
mechanism for an attack directly on the of-
fending institutions, only mechanisms for
oblique assault on their facilities. Nuclear
power in particular has borne this antago-
nism. It represents the planning of a dis-
credited generation of American leadership,
the ultimate toy of the environmentally in-
sensitive electric utllities. In the minds of
those opposed to it, it is- the triumph of
ruthless technology against human values
and, as important, against doing things on a
human scale. Its dangers can be awesome,
the longevity of its waste boggles the mind,
the threat from proliferation offers the ultl-
mate doom of homo sapiens.

In this frame of mind, the opponents of
nuclear power have escalated their disaf-
fection from specific aspects of safety, en-
vironment, etc. to a much grander disaffec-
tion: a conclusion that the technology itself
is immoral and that it should be expunged.
To support this thesis, they have concluded
that Americans can live a better life, with
a lower standard of living, but what is called
a higher quality of life. This line of thinking
has developed such momentum that it 1s now
presented as representing a serious political
and philosophical choice for the future of
U.S. soclety, and, by extrapolation, for the
world.

The phenomenon of the attack on nuclear
power ls not confined to that industry al-
though it is at its most coordinated, most
emotional and most sophisticated in oppos-
ing nuclear power plants. A similar assault
has been in progress for some years against
the American food industry, although prima
facie, the American food industry has done
a superb job; the abundance of food in an
American life is something to be marveled at.
And, Americans live longer, grow taller and
are healthier than they have ever been. But
the food industry, though vilified, hardly has
to fight for its life. 3

The nuclear industry, in contrast, is fight-
ing for its life; and, as I stand hbefore you
today, I can tell you that it is not winning.

Those of us who have tried to codify and
understand the nature of the nuclear opposi-
tion have gradually come to the conclusion
that we are dealing with what amounts to a
new class in American society, one that is
unfettered by fear of shortage, privation or
disaster. It is a class whose traumas have
been external and national and not personal,
It is a class of men and women who, paradox-
ically, are seeking to hobble the American
economic machine when they themselves are
the products of its bounty: well-fed, well-
housed, and well-educated—a class that has
been brought up in a cocoon of personal well-
being in the comfort of a good home, the
security of good schcols and the luxury of
university education. Their class perception
of American society is of a good thing gone
wrong; of venal capitalism astride the stal-
lion of technology violating the wholesome-
ness of America.

But unlike those in Europe and the rest
of the world, the intellectuals of this new
class do not seek to reform the United States
with drastic political change such as com-
munism or socialism. They are, in my opin-
ion, too informed to believe in the simplistic
protestations that are appealing on the fac-
tory floors of Europe. The new class in Amer-
ica sees the enemy as all that is big and finds
the concept of big, centralized government
abhorrent.

The danger is that in the future we will
have neither the utopian world of Mr. Lovins
nor enough energy for the industrialized
world that we know today and anticipate
for tomorrow.

Its political solution, therefore, is the
decentralized society; its weapon for capi-
talistic excess is regulation, not nationaliza-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

tion; its means for decentralization are
technological and not political. The cutting-
edge of this agenda—turning the United
States from an Industrialized, centralized
society into a decentralized, semi-agrarian
nation—is to put a tourniquet around cen-
tralized energy development, in particular
nuclear power, and to bring about, through
the dispersal of energy sources, a dispersal
of decision-making and to return power to
the people in small, local units. This agenda,
though not new, has been given consider-
able intellectual legitimacy and rhetorical
coheslan by Amory Lovins, an engaging
renegade technocrat and techno-social
philospher.

The present limitations are that this great
assault on growth and the traditional goals
of the Industrialized world will not work.
However, the assault on nuclear power has
been highly successful. The danger is that
in the future we will have neither the uto-
plan world of Mr. Lovins nor enough energy
for the industrialized world that we know
today and anticipate for tomorrow.

As the assault on nuclear power has
increased in velocity, it has spread beyond
the specific new class advocates of a modi-
fied society to most of the left wing of the
Democratic party.

When Jimmy Carter was seeking the high-
est office in American public life, he not only
identified with the new class, but was per-
suaded by many of its arguments. As Presi-
dent, he has succeeded in massively damag-
ing the prospects for a nuclear-based electric
economy. A President with a combination of
new class values and old-fashioned political
ambivalence has tainted nuclear power more
than its most devout opponents could have
hoped. He has furthered the public impres-
sion that it is dangerous by saying that it
is. Worse than that psychological damage,
he has closed down the breeder demonstra-
tion project at Clinch River; and he has re-
fused to allow the back end of the fuel cycle
to be closed. He has antagonized United
States allles and set off, in my view, a new
imperative for nations, once prepared to rely
on the United States for their nuclear ex-
pertise, now to acquire their own. And, in
so doing, he has set up the possibility of
many nations eventually being equipped to
produce weapons.

The crisis for nuclear power in the United
States is replete with a number of ironies.
For example, although opposition to nuclear
power has produced a climate in which its
expansion is almost impossible, most nuclear
plants have been cancelled or postponed be-
cause of other factors, principally the poor
economic health of many of the utilities, as
well as the chaotic load forecasting situa-
tion which has resulted since the Arab oil
embargo of 1973-74 because of changed
growth patterns and energy conservation.

Despite the current gloom which I have
expressed about nuclear power in the U.S,,
it is wrong to conclude that the industry
will disappear. There now are 71 reactors
producing 12 percent of the nation’s electri-
cal power, and according to the Atomic In-
dustrial Forum, a further 105 reactors will
come on line between now and 1986. But
projections for the year 2000 for installed
nuclear generating capaclty are down from
a high of 1,200 gigawatts to 380 gigawatts.
The question is how long the four reactor
vending companies—General Electric, West-
inghouse, Babcock & Wilcox, and Combus-
tion Engineering—ecan survive, particularly
as the new export law casts a major shadow
over the ability of these organizations to
compete internationally. Mercifully, in the
United States the will of the government is
not absolute, and the concerted opposition
to nuclear power from many elements of the
current Administration will be crippling but
not fatal. Nuclear is not alone as the victim
of the new class assault on energy and tech-
nology. It appears today that the 1977
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amendments to the Clean Air Act may ulti-
mately prove more lethal to the direct com-
bustion of coal than anything that has be-
fallen nuclear. The problems for nuclear
power are soclal and political.

It is my expectation that, as the limits of
coal and the greatly oversold expectations for
solar power are realized, nuclear power will
enjoy a resurgence. Many leaders of the nu-
clear industry subscribe to a view that, some-
time after the next presidential election, a
national reevaluation of the energy future
will take place, and in that evaluation nu-
clear will discard the rags of Cinderella for
the mantle of a princess.

If the United States has a national weak-
ness, it is to seek simple solutions to complex
problems. This zealous morality has led the
nation into some aberrant actions that have
often left scars but which have ultimately
been overcome. These aberrations extend
from slavery to prohibition to the Vietnam
war, and I believe that the current attitude
toward high technolcgy In general and nu-
clear power in particular reflects that kind of
aberration.

The great danger for nuclear power is that
it has been Institutionalized as a crusade of
the American left against the technology.
Opposing nuclear power has become, for some
more radical members of the Democratic
Party, an act of falth based on political creed
rather than on technical judgment.

In today's political climate in the United
States, if you're in favor of organized labor,
redistribution of income, a more egalitarian
society and other noble goals, then you are
axiomatically, as part of that political creed,
likely to be opposed to nuclear power, Like-
wise, if you subscribe to a conservative po-
litical philosophy, you are likely to believe
in high technology, in continued ownership
of the Panama Canal and in maintaining na-
tional defense at a high level—and in nuclear
power as the cornerstone of the future energy
development of the United States.

I deplore this polarization because it pre-
sents technology in political and ideological
terms, where I believe it does not belong.
I think hanging moral labels around technol-
ogy, as has happened with nuclear power, is
a plece of intellectual mischief for which the
United States and possibly the world will
pay. That the alternative technologies to
nuclear are known as “appropriate technol-
ogies” and the Department of Energy has
institutionalized this piece of semantic
legerdemain by using that phrase, shows the
extent to which the mischief has taken hold.

To explain why nuclear development is in
a hiatus is to explain the existential nature
of the new class philosophies in opposing
growth and protecting the environment at
all odds. It is also to deny the empirical evi-
dence that America's well-belng is symblotic
to its technological success. Energy and
technology are the bulwarks of American
civilization, and I hope that my adopted
land will regain confidence in this destiny.@

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION
IN SUPPORT OF WATER RIGHTS
AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY
OF LOS ANGELES AND MONO
COUNTY

HON. EDWARD R. ROYBAL

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978
® Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Speaker, HR. 13521

which I introduced yesterday, will lift the
restrictions on the management of Fed-
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eral lands while protecting major in-
yvestments by Los Angeles for the con-
struction of water and power facilities
in Mono County. The bill represents
over 12 years of cooperation efforts be-
tween the city of Los Angeles and Mono
County and enjoys the support of both
the Los Angeles City Council and the
Mono County Board of Supervisors.

The city of Los Angeles, which I rep-
resent, depends on long aqueducts to
supply over 85 percent of its water sup-
ply., This is necessary because of the
desert-like climate of southern Cali-
fornia, and without these long aqueducts,
the existing development in southern
California would not have been possi-
ble. Both the original Owens Valley
Aqueduct and the Mono Basin Aqueduct
Extension were constructed exclusively
with city funds with no Federal financial
assistance. The operation of water and
power supply facilities are closely coor-
dinated with State and Federal agen-
cies to maximize fish, wildlife, and rec-
reational opportunities in connection
with water facility operations.

Because much of the rural land in
California is in Federal ownership, Con-
gress in 1906 passed legislation to aid the
city in gaining the necessary rights-of-
way over Federal lands intersected by
the first great agqueduct from the Owens
Valley. In 1932, Congress passed legisla-
tion to aid the metropolitan water dis-
trict gain rights-of-way for its Colorado
River Aqueduct. A few years later, in
June 1936, Congress passed additional
legislation which permited Los Angeles
to construct the Mono Basin extension of
the Los Angeles Owens River Aqueduct.
It is this 1936 act which is being amend-
ed by the legislation which I have intro-
duced.®

DEBT LIMIT BILL; THE REAL ISSUE

HON. JAMES R. JONES

OF OKLAHOMA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr, JONES of Oklahoma. Mr, Speak-
er, the issue of this debt limit legislation
is a phony issue as virtually every Mem-
ber of this House of Representatives
knows and as many of my colleagues
have privately confided to me. It is an
attractive political gimmick for those
who want to try to fool the public in
order to gain short-term advantage.
Bul everyone of us knows that not
one cent of new public debt is created
by the debt limit legislation. This bill
merely provides a mechanism for the
U.S. Government to pay its debts which
have been previously and legally created
by our Government. One of the most con-
servative Members of this House, Mr.
‘WaccoNNER, of Lousiana, accurately sum-
marized the situation earlier in his anal-
ogy of taking your wife to the restaurant
for dinner. The time to be conservative
is when you look at the menu and order
your meal. It does not do much good to
become conservative after you have eaten
and been presented with your check.
This debt limit legislation is merely the
check which our Government owes for
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the profligate spending of the past. I
for one am not going to welch on our
legal obligations.

My votes did not create the debt which
we are asked to pay today. That same
statement applies to most of the newer
Members, both Democrat and Republi-
can. But the issue is are we going to pay
the legal and just debts of the United
States as they become due?

Failure to pass this debt limit bill
would be playing games when more im-
portant business awaits us on the agenda.
A total of 239 Democrats and 124 Re-
publicans voted for the Vanik amend-
ment to cut down the size of the debt
limit by $16 billion. Now some of those
very ones who voted for this amendment
switched votes on precisely the same
issue because they want some Members
on the majority side to sweat a little
bit more. That is irresponsible.

It is true that I have voted against
the debt limit legislation at times in the
past. My reason was to protect profligate
spending which created the debt. It was
a protest against what appeared to be
a futile exercise to cut spending. But that
exercise is no longer futile and that
protest is no longer as justified. This
vear this House has already reduced the
President’s original budget request by
more than $10 billion. If the tax bill
which I have proposed is passed, we will
reduce that by nearly another $10 billion.
So I am encouraged that we can and will
reduce that debt before the debt is
created, That is the way to be respon-
sibly conservative, It is just as respon-
sibly conservative to pay our just debts
by what we do today in passing this
legislation.e

VARIATIONS ON WHOLE-LIFE
INSURANCE

HON. JOHN J. LaFALCE

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

@® Mr. LaFALCE. Mr. Speaker, life in-
surance can take essentially one of two
forms, whole-life coverage or term cov-
erage. Whole life policies combine insur-
ance with what, in effect, constitutes sav-
ings accounts. Term policies constitute
pure insurance and must be renewed
every year or so. As the following article,
which appeared in Business Week (July 3,
1978) notes, most insurance sales peo-
ple recommend whole-life coverage.
“The agent thinks of sales dollars, and
he’d rather sell whole-life for a $250 pre-
mium than term for a $30 premium.”
However, as the article also notes, there
may be very little advantage to whole-
life insurance, since after age 65 most
people have no real need for insurance
coverage, As for savings, “better vehicles
can be found.”

As might be expected, with an increas-
ing trend away from whole-life in-
surance, insurers have responded with
variations on the whole-life policy,
including minimum-deposit insurance
and adjustable life insurance. These
“gimmicks” may be frought with ad-
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verse income tax consequences or extra
costs

In considering a purchase of life in-
surance, careful consideration of your
needs and relative alternatives is appro-
priate. The article follows:
VaRIATIONS ON THE THEME OF WHOLE-LIFE

INSURANCE

Despite a trend toward more readable life
insurance contracts, you may find choesing
a policy harder than ever. Today's high in-
terest rates have added weight to the argu-
ments against whole-life insurance, and
partly as a result, insurers have been putting
greater emphasis on variations of whole-life.

Your fundamental decision in buying life
Insurance remains whether to choose whole~
life coverage or term coverage.

Whole-life policies combine insurance with
what amounts to a savings account, and they
generally stay in effect until death. Term
policies are pure insurance that are renew-
able every few years to age 65 or 70. Most in-
surance salespeople recommend whole-life
coverage. Among a panoply of arguments for
whole-life, three have greatest substance: It
covers you for life it forces you to save;
and it can provide some tax-sheltered
income.

THE BEST OF BOTH WORLDS

Insurance commissions are considerably
higher on whole-life than on term, and dur-
ing the early years of coverage, whole-life
premium are far higher than term premiums.
“The agent thinks of sales dollars,” says
Michael H. Levy, former chairman of Stand-
ard Security Life Insurance of New York,
“and he'd rather sell whole-life for a $250
permium than term for a $30 premium.”

Levy, who built his company by selling
term insurance, is solidly in the camp that
sees little advantage in whole-life coverage.
This side maintains that few people need life
insurance after age 65, because by then their
children are grown.

As for savings and tax shelters, better ve-
hicles can be found. Most whole-life policies
pay an effective rate of interest on your cash
buildup of 3% % to 414 %. By comparison,
AA-rated tax-exempted bonds are now yield-
ing around 67-.

Confronted with increasing resistance to
whole-life insurance, companies are now
making headway with minimum-deposit in-
surance, which some agents say combines
the best in whole-life and in term.

In fact, minimum-deposit is not a type of
policy, but a way to finance a whole-life
policy. You pay annual premiums for any
four of the first seven years (to satisfy In-
ternal Revenue Service requirements). All
your other annual premiums are pald with
money borrowed against the policy.

You also pay interest on the loan, but it's
tax-deductible. The higher your tax bracket,
the less your life insurance costs under this
arrangement.

BE AWARE OF THE BOOBY TRAPS

Any loans due to the insurance company
are subtracted from the proceeds of the
policy on death of the insured. But you get
dividends on the policy, and with these you
buy more insurance to offset your reduced
coverage.

“If you have earned income guaranteed in
the 507 tax bracket, and if the Insurance
company has an increasing-dividend policy,”
says Levy, “then minimum-deposit financing
can provide you with cheap life insurance.”

Joseph M. Belth, professor of insurance at
Indiana University and a crusader for full
disclosure in the insurance industry, warns
that “the salesman may leave out the booby
traps” when you buy minimum-deposit in-
surance. For example, Belth cites the case of
& man who dropped a $100,000 policy after 22
yvears. The cash value, $42,000, equaled the
outstanding loan. $40,000, plus interest due
for the year, $2,000. But the IRS claimed the
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policy had generated £6,000 of ordinary in-
come from the insurance dividends, which
meant $2,5600 in additional taxes due, plus
interest and penalties.

Adjustable life policles are now getting a
big push from one major insurer, Bankers
Life Co. in Des Moines, Iowa. Not the same
as variable life (which invests cash values
in stocks), adjustable life lets you vary the
amount of your coverage, your term of pro-
tection, and your premiums at any time. You
can even switch this coverage back and fort:
between whole-life and term.

But the adjustable feature costs extra, so
its value depends on whether you will need
to alter your coverage and whether the
changes might as easlly be made by increas-
ing or decreasing conventional term-insur-
ance coverage.@

ENERGY SAVINGS THROUGH SOFT
TECHNOLOGY

HON. DON EDWARDS

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

@ Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, today I am placing an article
in the Recorp from the Christian Science
Monitor entitled, “Amory Lovins: En-
ergy Planner.” Amory has been a cham-
pion of a national energy policy which
provides Americans with “soft’ types of
energy like geothermal, solar, wind, and
biomass converters. The “soft” path to
future energy development emphasizes a
reliance on clean and reusable energy
sources which are small and dispersed
throughout the community as opposed
to massive nuclear or coal plants. I want
to associate myself with the philosophy
of E. F. Schumacher who believes that
“Small is Beautiful.” This philosophy
rooted in the idea that in choosing an
energy program, the job which uses the
least energy, for the lowest price, should
be utilized. I think the only responsible
approach toward energy use is one which
is rooted in *soft” types of energy and
the continued conservation of nonre-
newable resources.

The President has recently returned
from the economic summit meeting with
the leaders of six other major industrial
nations. He has promised these leaders
that the United States will reduce its
importation of oil. The need to begin a
diligent program of developing soft en-
ergy types could not be more apparent.

The time has come for Americans to
be frank with themselves and admit that
we simply use and waste too much en-
ergy. I will continue to support meas-
ures which provide for the speedy devel-
opment of “soft" types of energy-produc-
ing technologies and urge my colleagues
to do the same.

I believe that we cannot go wrong by
choosing the soft energy path. This phi-
losophy embraces the idea of using the
most appropriate energy source for a
particular region. A path which empha-
sizes saving our energy resources while
at the same time maintaining our pres-
ent standard of living cannot be by-
passed.

I hope my colleagues enjoy reading
this article on Amory Lovins.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

[From the Christian Sclence Monitor,
July 18, 1978]
Amory LovinNs: ENERGY PLANNER
(By Clayton Jones)

Amory B, Lovins, known as "Mr., Soft-Is-
Beautiful” to some admirers, walked from the
shade of a tree into the glare of the sun. His
dark-blue suit soaked up just enough rays
to warm him on & cool spring day. He took
a sip of orange juice, checked the pocket cal-
culator on his leather hip holster, placed his
briefcase down next to his earth-brown hik-
ing boots, and stepped up to the podium in
front.of 25,000 sun-worshippers.

It was May 3, the first celebration of “Sun
Day,"” and the young crowd on the Washing-
ton Mall was speculating about this new
apostle of the solar age.

Amory Lovins is a roaming energy think
tank, an American living in London, schooled
at Harvard and degreed at Oxford, an adviser
to nations but with a message for the com-
mon man.

He is consultant to several government on
energy matters, cross-pollinating ideas be-
tween nuclear sclentists and conservation-
ists, politicians and techniclans, academics
and bureaucrats, and explaining the two
worlds he straddles—worlds that have become
labeled in the Lovins lexicon as the "hard
path"” (large-scale energy systems) and the
“soft path"” (a diversity of need-tailored,
small-scale energy systems).

He is based in London with Friends of the
Earth, an environmental group, but spends
his summers hiking in the White Mountains
of New Hampshire. This spring he lectured at
the University of California, Berkeley. He
was raised in a scientific family living near
Washington, D.C. He is also a planist and has
published two books of photographs on the
Welsh headlands.

His influence lles in the fact that he has
jumped ship, leaving the traditional, even-
keel energy thinking, but still using all the
technological and economic ropes. And he
shows how the energy problem can be the
means of transforming society. His statistics
cut across ideological disputes.

In two years, his ideas have shaken the
public confidence in the U.S. energy estab-
lishment down to its very uranium rods.

On Sun Day morning Lovins, the young
physicist with calculator in hand, had bat-
tled with Wall Street investors over the
wisdom of big electric power plants.

But by high noon, Lovins, the young con-
servationist, had flown to the nation's capi-
tal. Before the crowd of pro-solar, antinuclear
youth, he spelled out his vision of an era of
“natural” energy, speaking with the elegant
frugality that has made him a David against
the Goliaths of big power interests.

“Our tendency at times to focus the energy
debate more and more on less and less [fossil
fuels] reminds me of & woman living in India
who called a carpenter to fix a window frame,"
said the new-age sage.

*“He followed her sketch too literally and
botched the job. When she asked why he had
not simply used his common sense, he drew
himself up and replied with great dignity,
‘But common sense, madam, s a gift of God.
I have technical knowledge only." "

During the 1976 campaign, Jimmy Carter
had consulted Mr. Lovins about an energy
plan for the nation. They met again last
October. The President, a former nuclear en-
gineer, had asked to see Mr. Lovins, a 30-year-
old “former high-technologist."

At their meeting, Mr. Carter showed him-
self well grounded, in Mr. Lovins' analysis,
even to the point of correcting a slip over a
figure made by the U.S. energy chief, James
Schlesinger, who sat in.

In fact, in a speech the next day, the Presl-
dent cited some Lovins calculations on world
nuclear hazards. And within the U.8S. Depart-
ment of Energy, top officials are beginning to
shift federal policy to a soft-path strategy—
and have taken on Mr. Lovins as a consultant.
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The ideas he offered Mr. Carter—and to the
Sun Day crowd—first came to public notice
in October, 1976, when Mr. Lovins wrote &
now-famous article for Foreign Affairs en-
titled “Energy Strategy: The Road Not
Taken?"

The highbrow journal received a near-
record number of requests for reprints. The
nuclear and electric power industry quickly
launched a counterattack, even publishing
an entire book of critiques ("“Soft vs. Hard
Energy Paths,” from Charles Yulish Assocl-
ates, Inc.). The Lovins strategy, which he so
far has been able to defend in his calcula-
tions, was called "flaccld and flatulent,”
“wistful neo-fantasy,” and a “cuddly road to
nowhere."”

“I suppose that some people in the electric-
nuclear industry are particularly hurt that I
am writing with their numbers in what they
might have throught of as their journal,” Mr.
Lovins said in an interview. “I am penetrat-
ing the periphery of their system and beliefs
and sort of running around the inside of their
perimeter, using their numbers and criteria
while rejecting their values.”

In the article, and in a book that followed
in 1977 called "Soft Energy Paths,’" Mr. Lov-
ins suggests that the United States, like many
other nations, has a cholce between two
highly different types of energy systems for
the 21st century—and the choice wil] affect
what kind of society, and earth, humankind
will have,

In brief, a “hard path" would require the
use of "hard technologies,” such as electric
power stations, which would be centrally
run and powered by depletable and poten-
tially dangerous fuels (oil, gas, coal, uran-
fum) and costly to replace.

A "soft path’ would rely on “clean” and re-
newable energy, such as sunlight, wind, and
plants, all found and used locally. The type
and amount of energy would be matched to
the job needed to be done, and thus keep the
“energy economy” within its means.

“This economy-of-means argument—of
doing the job with the least energy—is really
a restatement of E. F. Schumacher’'s classic
essay on Buddhist economics ["“Small Is
Beautiful”], Mr. Lovins said. “These ideas
keep chasing each other around. They are in
the air. I'm bound to be influenced by them.

“But I must say that I was awfully sur-
prised when it turned out that soft technolo-
gies are cheaper than hard ones to do the
same jobs. I had always assumed, as a for-
mer high-technologist, that although soft
technologies are nice, they would cost more.
I was doing some numbers in late '75 or early
'76, and was quite surprised when it proved
otherwise. Indeed, since then, people are
sending me, or I am stumbling across, a great
deal more evidence to the same effect.

"Fritz [Schumacher| argued largely from
ethical and social grounds, but I am taking
a more technocratic approach, befitting my
background at a high-technologist. I am in
the enemy’s camp and he wasn't. It's a tacti-
cal difference.

“Of course, I'm not saying everything has
to be small. It should be matched to the job.
And if you read Fritz carefully, he sald
that, too. He said quite explicitly that there
was a danger of developing a dogma of small-
ness . . . that would have to be fought just
as vigorously as the dogma of large-scale.”

Put into energy terms: "It Is just as silly
to run high-heat smelters with large wind
machines as it is to heat houses with a fast
breeder reactor,” he maintains.

More than half of America's energy needs
are in the form of heat, with liquid fuels run-
ning second and electricity as a distant third.
Thus, Mr. Lovins says, it is cheaper, quicker,
simpler, and less harmful to use solar tech-
nology in the future than to bulld new, heav-
ily subsidized atomic and coal-fired electric
generating plants.

“Electricity is very expensive stuff—a new
barrel’s worth costs you over a hundred bucks
in oil,” he said. " You could freeze in the dark
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because you couldn't pay your utility bill.”
Giant electric stations also tie up more capi-
tal, he believes, produce less jobs, increase in-
flationary pressures, create a vulnerable and
centralized power system run by a larger and
larger technocratic bureaucracy, and hide
the long-term environmental side effects in
Wyoming, Appalachia, and the atmosphere.

““Hard technologies are a sophisticated way
of stealing from our children,” he said sim-
ply. “Energy is the most useful integrating
principle we have so far to catalyze change
and look at a wide range of problems. It is
not just a resource problem but a matter of
how our society is going to evolve.

“Soft path takes for granted that this &
a diverse, pluralistic country in which we
do not agree amongst ourselves about what
the energy problem Is, what our society
should look like, what the role of govern-
ment should be, what the price and regula-
tion of energy should be. If we say we can't
have an energy policy until people agreed
about them, hell will freeze over first, liter-
ally,” he said.

“A soft path approach works within that
pluralism. If you are an economic tradition-
alist, then you put up your solar collector,
because it's cheaper than not doing it. If
you are a conservationist, then you build a
solar collector because it is benlign. If you
are a soclal transformationist, then you build
a solar collector, because it is autonomous.
But it's still the same collector. You don't
have to agree on why you are doing It.

“Or to put it another way, we have a
strong consensus in this country that solar
energy and energy husbandry are good
things, and we have a pretty good consensus
on the limited, clean use of coal [until A.D.
2025], and no consensus on anything else in
energy.

“So I am saying, let's add up all the bits
people agree about, because they are enough,
and forget the rest because they are super-
fluous. We've never tried before to design
an energy policy around consensus, but it
seems time we started.”

In fact, Mr. Lovins has found in his travels
that the action in energy policy is not in
Washington but at the local and state level—
solar assistance, bicycle paths, insulation
credits, recycling centers, utility reform. In
Vermont for instance, 40 percent of the
homes have installed wood-burning stoves
since 1974.

Eventually, a soft-path society would have
cars running on alcohol derived from farm
and forestry wastes. Electricity, generated
from new and old hydro dams and wind
machines, would be transmitted through the
present grid of wires. Petrochemicals, for
such things as plastics, would come from coal
and agricultural products.

A real test of Mr. Lovins’ thesis was stud-
fed by the U.S. Department of Energy:
Could California survive on its own native
energy, glven present technologles?

Researchers calculated that yes, the state
could, just by using thousands of windmills,
electric cars and railroads, strict conserva-
tion, and large tracts of “energy farms,” Less
than 10 percent of energy needs would have
to be imported, such as coal-derived oil. The
study has persuaded other regions to look
into soft-path futures.

Beyond energy, Mr. Lovins belleves the next
crisis for America will come from its water
policy.

“You can go right down the line and see
that we are making all the mistakes in water
policy that we had been making in energy
polley: We're being supply- rather than de-
mand-oriented. We call for more dam proj-
ects to divide up the water that isn't there.
We're concentrating on total demand of
water in gallons and not on the quality of
water required for each job.

‘If we don't start to adapt now we’'ll con-
celvably be In a much worse mess than we are
with energy.”@
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CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK—THE BAL-
TIC STATES AND THE UKRAINE

HON. LESTER L. WOLFF

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, July 18, 1978

® Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to bring to the attention of my colleagues
the state of affairs in the Baltic nations
and in the Ukraine. On this 20th anni-
versary of Captive Nations Week, I think
it appropriate to recognize the repressed
countries of Latvia, Estonia, Lithuania,
and the Ukraine.

In this post-Helsinki period, these
small Baltic States are still engulfed and
repressed by the Soviet Union. Latvian,
Lithuanian, and Estonian people have
been subjected to an imposing Russifica-
tion of their culture ever since the im-
position of the Soviets over their lands.
The physical colonization of these repub-
lics is still going on. In.conjunction with
the 5-year plans—the imposition of in-
credibly high economic goals, upon the
Baltic States especially, has caused an
influx of Russian workers into the repub-
lies. This importation is so great, that
the ethnic Latvians and Estonians will
become a minority in their own countries
by the early eighties. In turn, the Rus-
sian language is a mandatory subject in
the schools, and has replaced the native
languages in many institutions. This
constant influx of Russians, and the ef-
fect this has on the culture of the Baltic
States is very threatening to the identity
of each distinct nation.

To this day, Helsinki has not changed
the situation in the Baltics. The Soviet
Government is a signatory to the U.N.
Charter yet it has not recognized its ob-
ligations, or lived up to its commitments.
This insult to Baltic ethnic identity is
constant. There are numerous examples
of repression. One particularly galling
one is the incident of seven Lithuanian
schoolboys who were expelled from
school, threatened, harassed, and barred
from careers and higher education be-
cause they were accused of church at-
tendance, and associating with a Catho-
lic activist. This is an evident violation
of human rights—particularly upsetting
because it involves children.

The situation is, unfortunately, as in-
iquitous in the Ukraine, if not more so.
The Ukraine fell under the domination of
the Soviet Republic in 1920, and has re-
mained repressed ever since—regardless
of Helsinki. According to Nikita Khrush-
chev, Stalin once even contemplated the
“wholesale deportation” of the Ukrain-
ians to Siberia. This would have involved
about 40 million people. Thankfully lo-
gistics stopped him. Nevertheless, thou-
sands of Ukrainians were deported at the
end of the war. In addition, the Ukrain-
ian Autocephalous Orthodox Church and
the Ukrainian Catholic Church were lig-
uified, this striking “at the spiritual core
of a people and nation.”

The denial of Ukrainian national
identity has taken subtler forms since
then. As in the Baltic States, Russian is
slowly overpowering the native language.
The Russification of the Ukraine has
overwhelmed the people to such an ex-
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tent, that more than one-third of them
have lost the incentive to study their
own language, and now attend Russian
schools. For some 5 million elsewhere—
there are no Ukrainian schools. Nation-
alism in the Ukraine, a spokesman told
the Commission on Security and Cooper-
ation in Europe, “is not someone who
wants his political system to be superior
to others * * * but rather * * * wants
what has been his for over a thousand
years to be continued with his children
and his family and with his religion.”

The Soviet Government has repeatedly
violated almost every one of the Helsinki
provisions. In August of 1977, I authored
a bill to express the sense of the Congress
that the United States encourage the
self-determination of the captive nations
of the Baltic Republic of Lithuania, Lat-
via, and Estonia. An excerpt from this
resolution explains the state of affairs of
these nations:

Whereas the United States, since its In-
ception, has been committed to the prin-
ciple of self-determination;

Whereas this essential moral principle is
also affirmed in the Charter of the United
Nations;

Whereas the Union of Soviet Soclalist Re-
publics s, according to its constitution, a
voluntary federation of autonomous repub-
iies;

Whereas the three Baltic Republics (the
Republic of Lithuania, the Republic of Lat-
via, and the Republic of Estonia) did not be-
come member republics of the Union of So-
viet Socialist Republics wvoluntarily, but
rather were occupled militarily by Russian
Armed Forces in the early days of World War
II and subsequently incorporated by force
into the Union of Soviet Soclalist Republics;

Where the ethnic markup of the Baltic
peoples (the Lithuanians, Latvians, and Es-
tonians) is distinectly foreign in language,
culture, common traditions, and religion
from that of the Russian people;

Whereas, by deportation and dispersion of
the native populations of the Baltic states to
Siberia and by a massive colonization effort
in which Russian colonists replace the dis-
placed native peoples, the Soviet Union
threatens complete elimination of the Baltic
peoples as a culturally, geographically, and
politically distinct and ethnically homo-
geneous population;

Whereas, despite such treatment, the spirit
of the citizens of the Baltic states is not
broken and the desire of the citizens of the
Baltic states for national independence re-
mains unabated;

The repression continues in these
states. The Helsinki Accords do not exist
for the Lithuanians. Latvians, Estonians,
and Ukrainians. With regard to these
peoples—Helsinki has become a mockery
of the principles it suggests.®

Rx FOR SAVINGS: GENERIC DRUGS

HON. BENJAMIN S. ROSENTHAL

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, the
dispensing of prescription drugs by their
generic name in place of their over-
promoted and overpriced brand names
could save American consumers hun-
dreds of millions of dollars each year and
at no cost to their health.

Study after study shows that this po-
tential savings goes unrealized because
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doctors do not prescribe generically and
because pharmacists are unable or unwil-
ling to substitute generic drugs.

One of these studies was conducted by
my own staff in Queens and in the Wash-
ington, D.C. area. The findings of that
investigation revealed that prices can and
do vary widely between brand-name
drugs and their identical generic equiva-
lents. Prices also differed greatly on the
same drug from pharmacy to pharmacy
and even from purchase to purchase—
of the identical prescription—in the same
pharmacy.

Part of the answer to this problem
is better information for consumers
through mandatory drug price posting
and mandatory use of generic drug
names. Another is requiring generic
substitution.

These are the subjects of my testi-
mony before the House Commerce Sub-
committee on Consumer Protection on
June 30. I introduced legislation to im-
prove retail drug price competition more
than 5 years ago. I am hopeful these
hearings will produce the progress and
results that are so badly needed and so
long overdue.

I am inserting in the Recorp at this
point my testimony on behalf of H.R.
44, the Prescription Drug Labeling Act,
which I introduced with the support of
34 of our colleagues.

TESTIMONY OF HON. BENJAMIN S, ROSENTHAL

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcom-
mittee, I appreclate this opportunity te
present my views to you and to urge adop-
tion of a comprehensive generic drug sub-
stitution law. I have long been a strong ad-
vocate of such leglslation. The retail phar-
maceutical industry has been shielded from
the competitive pressure of a free enter-
prise system for too long now, and this costs
the American consumer several hundred
million dollars annually.

In order to lower the cost of prescription
drugs, legislation must be approved to en-
courage the use of lower-priced generic
drugs, to facilitate comparison shopping on
the part of consumers, and to foster price
competition on the part of retall phar-
macists. We must at the same time Iinsure
the safety and effectiveness of the medicine
we use,

To accompllish this, several steps must be
taken:

First, retall pharmasists must be required
to dispense the lowest cost equivalent drug
in their inventory whenever a doctor's
prescription is presented. The only exception
should be if the doctor states in his own
handwriting, "'no substitutions”.

Second, the Food and Drug Administration
must develop a positive formulary of pre-
scription drugs for which there are no
demonstrated biocequivalence problems and
for which substitutions will be required.

Third, a drug's established or generic name
must be used whenever and wherever its
brand-name appears—f{rom advertising to
labeling.

Fourth, all pharmacies must be required
to post in a prominent place the prices of
the 100 or so top selling drugs.

Finally, the Federal Trade Commission,
the Food and Drug Administration, and the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
must work together to encourage the retail
advertising of prescription drug prices.

The dispensing of generic drugs in place
of their brand-name equivalents would save
Americans millions of dollars each year. Re-
peated surveys by government agencies at
all levels, by public Interest organizations,
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by academicians and others, and by my own
office both in New York and Washington,
have consistently demonstrated that a wide
disparity exists between prices of generic and
branded drugs. This disparity exists not be-
cause brand-name drugs are any safer or
more effective but because doctors have been
continually subjected to the promotional ef-
forts of the large pharmaceutical firms.

It has been estimated that the pharmaceu-
tical industry annually spends 5,000 per
physician in this country, or 25 percent of
revenues from sales using detail men, free
samples, direct mailings, advertising in medi-
cal journals, and free gifts for medical stu-
dents in order to persuade doctors to pre-
scribe brand-name drugs. This billion-dollar
expenditure has nothing to do with the
patient’s health, but is used to beguile him
and his doctor and to combat his attempts
to get a better drug buy. It tends to monop-
olize doctors’ sources of Information and keep
many from adopting critical and sclentific
attitudes toward drugs.

This influence on doctors begins early—in
fact, even before they become doctors. It
starts in medical school with a free black bag,
a stethoscope and some textbooks. It con-
tinues with visits from salesmen, invitations
to industry-financed conferences, gifts, and
& massive effort at post-graduate indoctrina-
tion by those who profit from brand-name
prescribing, over-prescribing and mis-
prescribing.

The doctor’s primary source of informa-
tion about available drugs is the Physicians
Desk Reference (PDR), a catalogue which
illustrates prescription drugs and explains
their usage. It is filled with advertising by
major drug manufacturers, distributed free
of charge to most doctors, and is found in
every hospital. Contrary to its implied uni-
versality, the PDR is incomplete—it men-
tions only a few generic names for widely-
prescribed, basic drugs. The widespread use
of this volume actually serves to conceal from
doctors the existance of other manufacturers
who can often supply the same drugs at lower
cost, The high price of these medicines is
passed on to the patient, who is caught un-
aware in this web of economic gain. It is
scandalous, in my opinion, Mr. Chairman,
that in the United States this type of com-
pendium is produced by private industry; in
nearly all other nations the importance of
such a listing and its need for universality
is recognized, and the responsible govern-
mental authority publishes this document.

The efforts of the major pharmaceutical
firms to influence doctors have been success-
ful. Physicians, unaware or unconcerned that
a majority of the prescriptions they write are
for multiple-source drugs, continue to pre-
scribe medication by brand-name. If phar-
macists were required to substitute generic
equivalents for such multiple-source drugs,
as is the case In only a handful of states,
the distorting effects of the industry's pro-
trademark promotional campaign could be
sidestepped to a certaln extent and consum-
ers saved a considerable amount of money.

Opponents of generic dispensing—primar-
ily the brand-name manufacturers whose
philosophy is “big makes best"—argue that
distinet manufacturing processes may pro-
duce therapeutic differences in equivalent
drugs made by different companies.

The assertion that repeal of anti-substitu-
tion laws will result in a deluge of inferior,
forelgn-made drugs into the U.8. market is
typical of the hysterical, misleading and in-
accurate scare tactlcs employed by oppo-
nents. Obviously, the high U.S. standards will
remain in effect. According to the FDA:

**All drugs, whether they are sold under
their brand names or their generic names,
must meet the same FDA standards for
safety, strength, purity, and effectiveness.
And all drug manufacturers, big or small, are
subject to FDA inspection and must follow
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the Agency's Current Good Manufacturing
Practice Regulations. That is why FDA be-
lieves there is no significant difference in
quality between generic and brand name
drugs.”

In fact, some of the big brand-name prod-
ucts may actually have been produced by one
of the small drug firms. It is not unusual for
big and small drug companles alike to buy
bulk from the same manufacturer and pack-
age the product under their own separate
names, some generic and some trademarked.

Even the American Pharmaceutical Asso-
clation admits it Is unlikely that a drug
“meeting established standards under feder-
al drug laws will not perform clinically as
expected,” according to the testimony of its
executive director, William Apple, before the
Senate Finance Committee.

Furthermore, it s unfair of manufactur-
ers to imply that pharmacists are not pro-
fessional or responsible enough to stock and
dispense only those drugs in which thzy have
faith.

The Natlonal Academy of Sclences' Drug
Research Board, in 1975, unanimously called
for repeal of anti-substitution laws. It con-
cluded that “in the absence of data to the
contrary, there is no Inherent reason for
choosing the more expensive drug product
simply because of the familiarity of the
physician or pharmacist with the brand-
name."”

It is ridiculous to prohibit the general
public from taking advantage of low-cost
generic drugs when they have been used suc-
cessfully for many years by the Veterans Ad-
ministration, teaching institutions, hospitals
in general, and even the Defense Depart-
ment at a substantial cost savings. In addi-
tion, the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare encourages pharmacists to dis-
pense generically in the Medicare and Medie-
ald programs by using a maximum allowable
cost (MAC) schedule, stipulating maximum
relmbursements for multiple-source drugs.
If generic drugs are good enough for these
groups, why should everyone else be forced
to pay for over-priced and over-promoted
brand-name products?

Resistance to drug substitution comes not
only from brand-name manufacturers who
stand to lose money as a result of increased
competition, but also from many doctors.
Their concern is more a matter of profes-
sional pride than of economics, although
their professionsal organizations have pocket-
book motivation.

I want to stress that my proposals would in
no way permit a pharmacist or anyone else
to overrule a physician's decision. The basic
diagnosis and the judgment for treatment
remain with the physician, as they must. If
he wishes a particular drug to be dispensed,
his decision must and will be followed. All he
need do is mark the prescription in his own
hand writing, “no substitution” or “dispense
this brand only."”

The bill before us today, HR. 1963 is a step
in the right direction. It does not, however,
go far enough. Pharmacists must be re-
quired, not just allowed, to substitute the
lowest cost generic equivalent. If substitu-
tion is merely allowed, there would be too
much temptation for the pharmacist to
stock only the more profitable brand-name
drug. The cozy relationship that has devel-
oped over the years between the pharmacists
of this country and the brand-name drug
companies is too strong to be broken by a
law that only allows substitution to take
place. A loophole like this could deprive con-
sumers of most of the benefits a generic drug
substitution bill could offer.

Furthermore, any legislation should state
clearly that if the pharmacist does not stock
or has run out of a generic equivalent drug,
he should be required to dispense the brand-
name drug at the lower generic price or refer
the customer to another pharmacy.
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The drug industry will not change over-
night if we require substitution. Many drugs
on the market today still are single-source
and patent-protected. But, as patents expire,
the number of multiple-source drugs in-
creases, and even the name-brand manufac-
turers are marketing some so-called “generic
lines" to capltalize on growing public
BWATreness.

I also propose that the pharmacist be re-
quired to pass along to the consumer any
savings that result from the substitution of
a generic drug. I reallize that a free market 15
the most eflfective means of accomplishing
this, but given the lack of competition and
consumer awareness in the market for pre-
scription drugs, such a provision is needed,
at least temporarily.

In order to insure the safety and health
of Americans and to allay any fears about
the quality of generic drugs, I propose that
the FDA assemble a list of drugs for which
there have been no demonstrated problems
with bioequivalence and for which substi-
tutions will be required. One potential use
for such a formulary of drugs would be as an
information resource by consumers to help
them persuade their local pharmacists to
stock a particular generic drug. In any case,
it is about time that we have an official
government-assembled compendium of pre-
scription drugs clearly identifying therapeu-
tic equivalents. The formularly should be
continually revised and expanded by the
FDA.

Besides the overuse of brand-names, one
of the main reasons for high drug prices and
high corporate profits is the lack of compe-
tition. I propose that H R. 1863 be amended
to require the posting of the prices of the
100 or so top selling drugs, as determined by
the FDA. The list should be arranged al-
phabetically by generic name and should
contain the lowest price charged for each
generic and brand-name drug in its most
commonly dispensed dosage, form and quan-
tity. This measure would facilitate compari-
son shopping on the part of consumerss and
encourage them to be more price-conscious.
Pharmacists have always seemed to treat
the prices they charge as if they were top
Defense Department secrets. The mandatory
posting of drug prices would help change
this as well as encourage some sorely needed
competition at the neighborhood pharmacy
counter.

I strongly suggest that HR. 1063 be fur-
ther amended to require the use of a drug's
generic name whenever its brand-name ap-
pears. This would mean the use of generic
names on prescription labels, in all retafl
advertising and on price posters. The use of
different brand-names for the same drug is
often very confusing to the consumer as
well as to his doctor. The mandatory use of
generic names will make it much easier for
the consumer to shop intelligently for the
lowest price. By introducing an element of
consistency, generic labeling also will make
drug-price posting and advertising, now per-
mitted under a recent Supreme Court deci-
sion, more meaningful. Competition, a cru-
cial element In our economy but one too
long absent from retail pharmacy, will be
enhanced as consumers become able to shop
for the best buy.

Although the Supreme Court has allowed
retall pharmacists to advertise, many have
been reluctant to do =0. I urge the subcom-
mittee to consider a provision to authorize
the FTC, FDA, and the Secretary of HEW to
cooperate in encouraging pharmacists to ad-
vertise drug prices. All restrictlons or im-
pediments to price advertising on the part
of states or their boards of pharmacy should
be strictly prohibited. In addition, guide-
lines on the use of advertising should be is-
sued so as to prevent any abuse in this area.

Over the years, pharmacists, doctors and
drug companies together have effectively in-
sured that the consumer purchases the most
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expensive drug on the market. We must
change this. We must introduce an element
of the free enterprise system into the retail
drug industry. The amendments I have pro-
pcsed today, if adopted, would mark a major
advance in combating inflationary health
costs, while contributing to the health and
safety of consumers. Mandating the substi-
tution of generic drugs will encourage the
use of the lowest cost drugs available, A
formulary developed by the FDA will assure
the American consumer that he is getting
a safe and effective drug. The mandatory
use of generic names, the posting of drug
prices and the promotion of retail advertis-
ing will help consumers shop wisely, while
trimming the fat off the prices we now pay
for prescription drugs.

The proposals I have set forth today would
mean significant savings for millions of
Americans at absolutely no risk to personal
health. They pose a threat only to the bloated
profits of a number of large corporations
who would rather keep the American con-
sumer paying in the dark.@

PANAMA CANAL TREATIES AT-
TACKED BY FORMER PANAMA-
NIAN PRESIDENT ARNULFO ARIAS
AT TREMENDOUS OVATION UPON
HIS RETURN FROM EXILE,
JUNE 10, 1978

HON. ROBERT K. DORNAN

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, on June
16, 1978, the eyes of the world were
focused on a carefully staged diplomatic
extravaganza in Panamg City. In the
midst of enormous press and TV cov-
erage, the President of the United States
cordially embraced Panamanian Chief of
Government Omar Torrijos and ceremo-
niously signed two new Panama Canal
treaties. (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, June 19,
1978, pp. 18121-25.)

On June 10, 1978, 6 davs prior to that
event, former President of Panama, Dr.
Arnulfo Arias, returned to his native
land after almost 10 years of exile in the
United States. His return received a tre-
mendously stirring welcome in Panama
City by Panamanians of all classes. A
crowd estimated at between 200,000 and
300,000 portrayed their enormous sup-
port for the former leader. Despite the
magnitude of probably the greatest dem-
onstration in Isthmian history, the event
was virtually ignored by the U.S. news
media. Because of that cavalier treat-
ment, I shall mention some of the crucial
highlights of Dr. Arias’ address.

Because of the Government’s strict
control of the news media, the people
of Panama were anxious to learn of the
true state of their country, Dr. Arias told
them of the debt that the ruling tyranny
had accumulated of “almost $3 billion
in irresponsible loans with exhorbitant
interest.” He charged that “excessive
taxes of every kind had served to in-
crease the cost of living and promote
the administrative corruption, increas-
ing the hunger of the people.”

Dr. Arias deplored subjecting Pana-
manians to unconstitutional sentences
of exile and imprisonment without any
due process other than a police order.
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The crowd rallied behind his call for the
return of Panama to “constitutionality
rather than obedience to a psychopath
who should be in an insane asylum.”

Dr. Arias urged the removal of the
“cancer” which is destroying the coun-
try. He described the present situation
as one in which the Panamanian people
despise and repudiate “electioneering
politicians and the supreme traitor, who
clings to his ill-gotten power.”

In reference to the new Panama Canal
treaties, Dr. Arias charged that they
“undermine our sovereigntr and dignity
as a free country in complete control of
its destiny and even serve to generate
new sources of friction."” He urged the
Panamanian people to “work and de-
velop our own country rather than de-
pending on the rivers of gold flowing
from the Canal Zone."

Dr. Arias informed the Panamanian
populace of the resolution introduced
in the U.S. House of Representatives by
Congressmen GEORGE HANSEN, JOHN M.
MurrPHY, and 239 other House Members
(House Con. Res, 347) to establish that
no U.S. territory or property within the
Canal Zone may be transferred until au-
thorized by both the Houses of Congress.
(CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp, April 24, 1978,
pp. 11282-11284). This announcement
received the crowd’s applause and joyous
shouting.

His address emphasizes the funda-
mental principles of true statemanship:
that permanent interests of countries
should never be abandoned or preju-
diced for the sake of momentary advan-
tages that, in the long run, could prove
disadvantageous.

No wonder his moving address, inter-
rupted some 64 times by applause, shout-
ing, whistling, chantings, and callings
for Arias to be President of Panama,
created fear among high officials of the
Revolutionary Government who deposed
him in 1968.

Former President Arias clearly dem-
onstrated his understanding of the Isth-
mus' situation, and he truly displayed
his power of leadership. The crowd’s
response exhibited the public support
behind him. After such a disclosure, how
the President of the United States could
have gone to Panama, embraced its pro-
Soviet dictator Torrijos, and signed
the instruments of ratification on June
16, is beyond comprehension.

Mr. Speaker, although there have been
obvious efforts to create the impression
that the ratification process is complete
and the giveaway is final, I wish to stress
to this Congress that it is not. This eru-
cial issue is one that transcends all par-
tisan considerations and must be re-
solved on the highest plane of states-
manship if our course is to be sound and
our future security protected.

The true interests of the United States
are the maintenance, operation, protec-
tion, and modernization of the existing
Panama Canal, and to provide the best
conditions for the free and uninter-
rupted transit of vessels, with tolls that
are just and equitable. The above would
assure an optimum state for interoceanic
commerce and hemispheric defense.

The real interests of Panama are its
maintained independence and the con-
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tinued earnings to its people from the
U.S. Canal Zone sources. Estimated now
at $250,000,000 annually, these interests
are guaranteed only so long as the
United States remains on the Isthmus,
a fact which most thoughtiul Panama-
nians realize.

In connection with the vital interests
involved, the crucial question is not a
mere local one between the United States
and Panama but a matter of global sig-
nificance for the control of strategic wa-
terways. Realistically, it is a struggle be-
tween the United States and the Soviet
Union for the domination of the Carib-
bean Gulf of Mexico basins.

It is evident from Dr. Arias’ address
that he understands the seriousness of
the situation. For he warned of the
“great battle that began in the Middle
East, is underway in Africa, and now
menaces Nicaragua, El Salvador, and
Panama.” And the use of force and
threats is increasing on the Isthmian
coasts.

The harsh reality and enthusiastic
reception of Dr. Arias' address carries a
strong message to us as Members of Con-
gress. Although I have mentioned only a
portion of Dr. Arias’ comments, the mes-
sage is clear: We must realize the true
situation in Panama and act without
unnecessary hesitation.

Tomorrow I will quote the first half of
his speech as part of my remarks and I
urge that it be read by every Member of
Congress, committee staffs concerned
with Isthmian policy questions, editors,
historians, scholars, and others inter-
ested in the security of the United States
and the entire Western Hemisphere, in-

cluding Panama. Please read Senér
Arias’ June 10, 1978, speech as printed in
tomorrow’'s RECORD.®

HOSIERY INDUSTRY INFORMATION

HON. JAMES G. MARTIN

OF NORTH CAROLINA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, it is in-
deed my pleasure to share with my col-
leagues information about the hosiery
industry in the United States. The Na-
tional Association of Hosiery Manufac-
turers have selected September 10-16,
1978, for their eighth annual celebration
of National Hosiery Week, and in antici-
pation of this event I would like to offer
some little known facts which I believe
merit our attention.

During 1977, the U.S. hosiery industry
produced more than 3 billion pairs of
hosiery, or more than 14 pairs for every
man, woman and child in the country.
Hosiery mills are located in over half of
the 50 States and in Puerto Rico. I'm es-
pecially proud to say that 55.1 percent
of the total production of hosiery takes
place in North Carolina, the largest of
the hosiery producing States.

This total hosiery production has been
undertaken by some 74,500 workers in
330 companies, operating 444 plants.
Many of these individual manufacturers
are small businessmen, working hard to
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earn a profit while providing jobs for
others and helping the economy of nu-
merous small towns and cities.

Thousands of retailers around the
country—including department stores,
supermarkets, mass merchandisers, drug
stores, shoe stores, and specialty shops—
will join in celebration of National Ho-
siery Week. The National Association of
Hosiery Manufacturers has provided
these retailers with National Hosiery
Week idea kits, lapel badges for employ-
ees and hosiery fashion information to
assist them in preparing their displays
and promotions highlighting hosiery
products and the industry’s contribution
to the Nation's economy.@

FEDERAL RECLAMATION LAW

HON. GEORGE MILLER

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, on July 17, I testified before the
Subcommittee on Water and Power Re-
sources, of the House Interior Commit-
tee, on the issue of Federal Reclamation
law. I would like to share my views with
my colleagues by inserting into the Rec-
oRrp the text of my testimony:

TESTIMONY OF CONGRESSMAN GEORGE MILLER

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate having the
opportunity to testify before this Subcom-
mittee this morning on the very Important,
and very complicated, issue of federal Rec-
lamation law. Over the past year and a half,
this Subcommittee has taken the first steps
in recent memory towards reviewing and
mandating overdue reform in certain as-
pects of federal Reclamation polley. This
hearing continues that process, one which
will require great study by a wide range of
concerned individuals throughout this coun-
try before we actually begin the process of
considering legislation,

Almost all of the public discussion con-
cerning the need to reform Reclamation law
has focused on a small number of issues
such as the acreage limitation, the resldency
requirement, procedures for the disposition
of excess lands, and the possibility of pro-
viding for a “buy-out” from these provisions
for projects in which landowners repay the
cost of the project. These modifications in
the 1902 and 1926 Acts are necessary, it has
been alleged, because the fiscal, economic
and farming realities of 1978 and the future
necessitate the modernization of an archaic
law.

Contrary to the occaslonal allegations of
some, I think the record in almost all cases
is very clear: irrigators knew the terms and
conditions associated with Reclamation
projects before their irrigation systems were
authorized, and they accepted those condi-
tions. Now, when the time is coming due to
follow-up on their portions of the bargain—
after the multi-billion dollar projects have
produced enormous wealth for a select group
of farmers for many years—they seek to
modify the law for their further benefit, at
great cost to the general taxpayer, and to
the fundamental principles of Reclamation
law.

Despite my role as a strong advocate for
the enforcement of the Reclamation law, I
do not doubt that there are certain areas
which might well require modification. Fore-
most among these, it seems to me, are the
questions of acreage limitations, disposition
of excess lands, and the residency require-
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ment, which are allegedly antiquated and
il1-suited to the 21st century.

But, the central, and most fundamental,
concept of my testimony here today, and
my views on Reclamation policy overall, is
this: if these aspects of Reclamation law are
inappropirate to our present day, then most
certainly there are many other areas of that
law which similarly are outdated and out
of touch with modern economic policy. The
overall interests of the taxpayers and citi-
zens of the United States must be as fully
protected by this Congress as any sections of
the law which anger or discomfort individual
irrigators.

Let me state at the outset, and funda-
mentally, that the Reclamation program was
never intended as purely an economic one.
The federal investment was to be repaid not
merely through the payment of taxes by
farmers (based upon their personal profit
from federal subsidies), but was predicated
upon a social goal. As F.H. Newhall, the first
director of the Reclamation Service, stated:

"“The object of the Reclamation Act is not
s0 much to irrigate the land as to make
homes . . . It is to bring about a condition
whereby that land shall be put in the hands
of the small owner, whereby a man with a
family can get enough land to support that
family.”

Basic to Newhall's view is the viability
of the farms to be created out of the large
land masses Irrigated by federal reclama-
tion policy. Surely, no one in 1902, or today
for that matter, would advocate the frag-
mentation of the land into uneconomic
units. I am fully aware of the massive, and
costly, publicity which has maintalned re-
cently that it is entirely impossible to farm
economically the amounts of land permitted
under the Reclamation Act. Expensive ad-
vertisements have been taken out in major
publications throughout the country imply-
ing that farms would be restricted to 160
acres, and that such a farm could not possi-
bly subsist in today's climate of “agribusiness
efficiency.”

Now, the people who paid for those ads
attempted to perpetrate a hoax on this Con-
gress and the general public, and they com-
mitted a grave insult to the integrity of the
Reclamation program. Nowhere was it ever
suggested that farms be limited to 160
acres—not in the past, and not even in the
rules and regulations proposed by Secretary
Andrus. And the people who produced the
propaganda opposing the law surely must
have been fully aware of that fact.

Let us look briefly at this issue of farm
size. I am from California, and I know we
have very large farms there. But the fact
is that the average size firrigated farm In
the 17 western states involved in the Rec-
lamation program is not 2,000 acres, not 640
acres, nor even 320 acres: it is 1B4 acres
(1974 figures). The highest average farm
acreage is in Nevada, with 408 acres, Utah
has the lowest, 92 acres. The average size
irrigated farm in California is not even 160
acres—it is just 157 acres! Nationally, the
average irrigated farm is 169 acres!

From listening to the outbursts from cer-
tain Reclamation interests, one might as-
sume that enforcement of the Reclamation
Act would affect every farmer in America,
and revolutionize agricultural patterns. In
fact, just 5,288 farms in the country are af-
fected (three quarters of them in Califor-
nia), constituting just two-tenths of one
percent of all U.S. farms, and just one per-
cent of all U.S. farmland! Among those
farmers, most are in compliance even with
the acreage limitation provision of the Act
as it currently stands. Of the 1.3 million
acres of excess land. over 827 of It is located
within the State of California.

Available data indicates that small farms
do exist in very large numbers, and that
these farms are economically viable. A re-
view of farm economics in Fortune maga-
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zine in 1972 (A Tough Road to Hoe,”
August, 1972) concluded that, “'[I]ndepend-
ent farmers agricultural economists and
many corporate managers agree that the
most efficient producing unit is the farm
that can be run by its owner."” [Emphasis
added| A Department of Agriculture finding
the following year closely paralleled this
conclusion, noting that the one to two per-
son farm operation is the most efficlent unit,
and that the concentration of farming will
not lower prices of food to consumers. ("One
Man Farm,” USDA-ERS-518, August, 1873).

These figures have been supported by stud-
fes of the Department of Agriculture, which
reported in 1976 that the average per acre
value of crops grown on lands served by
federal projects in the 17 western states is
$475 per acre, at 75 percent parity. This
means that a 160-acre farm would produce
a gross income of #76,000 annually; a 320-
acre farm would produce $152,000, and a
640-acre farm $304,000. Naturally, these
acreages would be modified by a Class I
equivalency factor in certain areas of the
West.

Even presuming that these figures are
overly optimistic by a factor of 50 percent
or even 75 percent, the resulting incomes
are substantially higher than the average
farm or urban income of the American
worker. Certainly, these figures dwarf the
incomes of farmers in non-reclamation areas
of the country who do not benefit from
the subsidies of this federal program.

Thus, we reach another major question to
be decided by this Congress: should the fed-
eral government use taxpayers' money to
bulld subsidized projects for a small group
of farmers, thereby guaranteeing those farm-
ers an income which is substantially higher
than the average citizen or farmer? I con-
tinue to believe in the fundamental concept
of Reclamation law: the benefits derived
from the federal investment in the con-
struction and operation of these projects
must be distributed to the widest number
of people, and must not accrue to a select
group of individuals.

Having described my personal philosophy,
let me move onto specific recommendations
concerning legislation. These concepts will
be reflected in the “Family Farm Preserva-
tion and Reclamation Reform Act” which I
will introduce in the near future.

ACREAGE LIMITATION AND LEASING

My earlier discussion illustrates the signifi-
cant doubts which I hold concerning the set-
ting of a firm acreage limitation at this
time. Without doubt, more information is
required before a final determination can
reasonably be made by Congress. Although
it appears that 160 acres is a reasonable farm
size economically in some cases, practical
reality and the history of enforcement es-
tablishes that it Is not considered today to
be a reasonable celling on ownership or op-
eratorship.

For the present, I believe that no reason-
able case has been made for a celling in ex-
cess of 320 acres owned or leased in areas
of Class I land per individual. Joint owner-
ship up to 640 acres should be permissible.
Not only would such a formula assure eco-
nomic viability, but it would cause a mini-
mum of dislocation in almost every state,
since most farms are well below this figure
already.

I believe that it is critical that we avoid
introducing complex bureaucratic provisions
in any new law. I do not see the wisdom of
requiring family relationship between joint
operators, so long as the operation itself is
not in excess of the 640-acre limitation and
each owner meets the residency test.

To assure the widest distribution of bene-
fits from federal taxpayer investment in Rec-
lamation lands, ownership by an individual
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of lands in more than one district, in excess
of the 320-acre figure, should be strictly pro-
hibited. Land currently in excess of this pro-
viso should be treated as excess lands, pre-
suming the constitutionality of such a
provision.

RESIDENCY

Inclusion of a residency provision is essen-
tial. Failure to include such a requirement
would encourage the ownership of land by
non-farmers, which is directly contrary to
the 76-year-old philosophy of the Reclama-
tion Act, and which is unjustified on eco-
nomic or policy grounds.

Residency should consist of two tests: the
farmer should be required to live within 50
miles of his land, and he should additionally
be required to be actively engaged in the op-
erations of the farm on a dally basis,

It should be noted that, according to Bu-
reau figures, many districts are substantially
in compliance with the proposed 50-mile
residency test already. Of the figures cited,
cnly districts in the San Luls Unit—West-
lands (35 percent), Panoche (46 percent) and
San Luis (30 percent)—have fewer than 75
percent compliance, and many have 90 per-
cent or better.

Exceptions from this rule should be pro-
vided, on a short-term basis, for medical rea-
sons or because of eccnomic setbacks. Under
neither condition would it be fair to require
a farmer to dispose of his lands. Similarly, a
retired farmer should be able to retaln own-
ership after working the land for a minimum
15-year pericd, even though he moves out of
the area,

DISPOSITION OF EXCESS LANDS

Currently, the law requires the disposition
of excess land within 10 years after the owner
begins to receive federal water. This provi-
sion should be maintained. Much of the de-
bate has revolved around how the disposi-
tion should occur.

I believe that a great deal of the concern
has stemmed from the questionable sale-and-
lease-back schemes which have made a sham
of the small farm concept in certain areas.
Strict enforcement of the acreage limitation,
residency requirement and leasing provisions
I outline today will, I believe, eliminate much
of the circumvention of the intent of the law
in the disposition of excess lands. I do not
think, therefore, that it would be wise to
develop a broad new framework for that
process.

Rather, I belleve that the Interior Depart-
ment's suggestion in Secretary Andrus' May
3, 1978, letter deserves strong support. Own-
ers of excess lands should be able to sell that
land, under approved prices, to family mem-
bers, employees (or former employees), or
adjoining nelghbors. If a sale has not been
made to one of these groups at the end of
th2 disposition period, the Secretary of Inte-
rior should conduct a lottery to dispose of
it. Provisions should be made in the couduct
of the lottery to assure that joint operators
would be able to purchase adjacent tracts.

Controls on the resale of such land should
continue for a period of 15 years after the
original sale, to prevent turn-around resale
end speculation. I think that the bill au-
thored by our colleague on the subcom-
mittee, Mr. Krebs, can serve as the basis for
this provision of any new Act.

Lastly, I belleve that the law should au-
thorize the Secretary of Interior to purchase
a portion of this excess land for resale or
lease to potential farmers who would not
otherwise be able to acquire the land, and
then permit these new landowners to repay
the federal government from thelr profits.
We huve long allowed current landowners
to profit from government support. It seems
to me wholly consistent with the original in-
tent of Reclamation law, and with con-
temporary conditions in the West, that the
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government ald the large mass of landless
who seek to acquire a parcel of land for
their own.

BUY OUT PROVISION

Several bills have been discussed during
the present Congress which would have the
cffect of repealing the acreage limitation
and other aspects of Reclamation law after
n water district has totally repaid the fed-
eral government for its cost of a project. 1
believe that this issue may well constitute
one of the fundamental issues in the present
debate.

The buy out concept is based upon several
basic misconceptions. First, it presumes that
the Reclamation program is entirely a fiscal
one, and that payment of certaln costs also
buys one's way out of compliance with the
primary social import of the law. This is
obviously false.

Secondly, it remains unclear precisely what
landowners would be required to repay:
Their share of construction? Interest
charges? Continuing operation, maintenance
and replacement costs? How could one group
of landowners be able to contractually obli-
gate subsequent landowners to repay the
otherwise forgiven interest costs, a factor
which could inhibit the resale, and dispersal
of this land?

There are very few cases in which there is
any serlous question but that the Congress
fully intended that, along with the benefits
of the Reclamation program, would come
long-term responsibilities and obligations by
the beneficiaries. The existence of those ob-
ligations should come as no surprise to these
irrigators, although the intention of the De-
partment of Interior to enforce the law may
be unpopular.

In certain cases, after careful scrutiny,
Congress has provided for buy-outs, or has
walved facets of the law, by means of au-
thorizing leglslation. A broad exemption or
buy-out provisions, formulated without thor-
ough study, is indisputably not in the public
interest, and should not be included in any
revision of the law.

The legislation which I will =oon introduce
will require the Secretary of the Interior to

. evaluate and report to the Congress on the

workability of a proposal to permit the
waiver of certain costs or obligations by dis-
tricts which have been determined to be in
substantial compliance with the intent of
the Reclamation Act by virtue of having es-
tablished and maintained a stable pattern of
family farming.

However, it would be thoroughly unfair to
the broad public interest to permit land-
owners to simply buy their way out of com-
pliance with the law, to thereby abandon
their half of a bargain freely entered into,
to obligate future landowners with hundreds
of millions of dollars in additional debt, and
to pay off a public debt (at original cost
levels) with their highly inflated dollars
earned through federal subsidies. These ca-
tastrophes would be the net result of a gen-
eral buy-out provision,

L - - - -

These issues have been widely discussed in
the debate over Reclamation reform. But
there are other serious issues which also
must be addressed, and treated, in reform
legislation. Last year, this Subcommittee en-
acted legislation which I co-authored which
established the San Luls Task Force. The
Report of the Task Force, which was de-
livered to Congress last January and re-
viewed by this Subcommittee in recent over-
slght hearings. exposed a number of very
serlous problems in the operations within
that Unit, which includes the largest Recla-
mation district in the United States.

Many of these problems, however, are not
unique to San Luis, but are translatable to
the Reclamation program in general.
Remedies should be included in any reform
law which Congress approves, and will be
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included in the legislation I will soon intro-
duce.

FORMAL NOTIFICATION OF DESIGN CHANGES, RE-
FORM OF REPAYMENT AND INDEXING, DEAU-
THORIZATION

These reforms would ellminate very seril-
ous and costly problems which have plagued
Reclamation projects over the years. I believe
that the recent work of this Subcommittee
clearly demonstrates the value of additional
oversight of the Reclamation program.

The law should require Congress to ap-
prove any design change which would result
in the substantial alteration of any project,
especially the addition or deletion of any
faclility not specifically included in the orig-
inal authorizing legislation. No construc-
tion should be permitted without specific
congressional approval through authorizing
legislation. The Congress should be notified
whenever Bureau officilals determine that a
project 1= likely to exceed its approved au-
thorization celling.

Indexing of project authorizations should
be limited to a five year period. Long term
indexing has the effect of reducing the op-
portunity for oversight.

Reclamation projects should be auto-
matically deauthorized if funds are not ap-
propriated within elght years after enact-
ment of authorizing legislation. There is
currently a backup of projects with a total
cost of billions of dollars, and some of the
Acts authorizing these projects are many
years old.

Repayment of the costs of the construc-
tion of project features, which are the ob-
ligation of project beneficiaries under sec-
tions (9) (d) and (9) (e) of the Act, should
begin upon the completion of each contract.
Current law requires the initiation of repay-
ment when the project is determined to be
“substantially complete.” The San Luis Task
Force clearly demonstrated that in the case
of the Westlands Water District, repayment
has been delayed for years although the

Unit is receiving far more than its existing
firm water requirement, and wvirtually all
approved lands within the District have been
in production for years. Delaying repayment
costs consumers a great deal of money, be-
cause costs ultimately will be paid off with
inflated dollars.

WATER CONSERVATION

Last year, I introduced H.R. 8468. This
legislation would establish water conserva-
tion as a primary goal of the Reclamation
program. In his recent water policy, President
Carter enunciated a similar goal.

Especially in areas determined by the
Secretary of Interior to be drought prone, ir-
rigators should be required to install devices
to achleve the more efficient use of water. A
federal loan program should be established
to aid them in the purchase and installation
of the best available technology for
conservation.

The General Accounting Office has esti-
mated that as much as one half of our water
resources are being wasted agriculturally.
("Better Federal Coordination Needed to
Promote More Efficient Farm Irrigation,”
June 22, 1976.) This totals more than 4 bil-
lion gallons annually of a valuable, and in-
creasingly scarce, natural resource. By
means of a program to line canals, replace
them with pipe, utilize drip irrigation, and
other techniques, tens of millions of gallons
of water annually could be saved, together
with the millions of barrels of oil it takes to
transport that water.

As an added sidelight, the emphasis on ag-
ricultural and residential conservation will
stimulate the economy. In California, 30,000
jobs have been created in the last two years
because of that State's water conservation
program.

WATER PRICING

I also introduced H.R. 9592 last year. This
bill would establish more sound pricing poli-
cles for federal water. The unreasonably low
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price of many federal contracts encourages
the waste of water. Despite the legal require~
ment that prices reflect, at a minimum, the
cost of delivery, this mandate is circum-
vented through the signing of long term con-
tracts, for periods of up to 40 years, in which
the price is locked in at original levels with
no inflatlon escalator. Thus, some federal
customers are paying less than one half the
true cost of water delivery, and could con-
tinue to do so for thirty years. The cost of
this subsidy is recovered by adding onto the
bills of utility customers, or from general tax
revenues, both of which are unsound and
unfair.

The Interior Department has recently de-
cided to require all new contracts to include
renegotiation provisions. This 15 a sound
step towards improved protection of the pub-
lic interest. A mandatory review of prices
should occur every two years, and the price
altered to reflect any additional increases, or
decreases, in the cost of delivery. In addition,
where existing long term contracts preclude
renegotiation, all interim sales not covered
by the existing long term contracts should, at
a minimum, reflect the current cost of deliv-
ery, and should also attempt to recover some
or all of the costs of the firm supply which
are otherwise lost, up to the irrigator’s “abil-
ity to pay.” For example, in the case of West-
lands, the current long term price (set in
1954) is $7.60. The current cost of delivery is
$13.50; the ability to pay is In excess of $40
an acre foot.

Surcharges should also be established for
water users who grow crops unsuited to the
climatic reglons in which their farms are lo-
cated. A table of surcharges. similar to that
contained in H.R. 9592, should be established
to discourage the planting of water inten-
sive crops in arid regions. The same crop-
ping pattern assumptions which have been
used to establish ability to pay could be
used in determining such pricing arrange-
ments.

ABILITY TO PAY

The GAO has also made recommendations
concerning modifications In the ability to
pay process. (“Appralsal Procedures and So-
lutions to Problems Involving the 160 Acre
Limitation Provision of Reclamatlon Law"
June 3, 1976) GAO has concluded that cur-
rent evaluations of repayment ability, and
appraisal techniques, result in substantial
losses for the public. For example, ability to
pay has often been based upon a 160-acre
farm slize, to the great financial benefit of the
irrigators who oppose that concept. Modifi-
cations in these procedures, which are criti-
cal to the recovery of billions of dollars in
federal investment, should be made along
the lines recommended by GAO.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

I have also introduced legislation requir-
ing that Reclamation contracts be publicly
disclosed, and that there be an opportunity
for a hearing before their signing so that po-
tentially affected parties have the opportu-
nity to know of their provisions and com-
ment on them. The Department issued draft
rules and regulations along the lines of H.R.
6335 last month,

Such procedures are required by the vir-
tual cloud of secrecy in which some Bureau
negotiations have occurred. The terms of
these contracts not only involve many mil-
lions of federal dollars, but the avallability
of water to other users who should know of
the commitment in advance. For example,
the Bureau has contracted in recent years
for hundreds of thousands of acre feet of
“surplus' water for some Central Valley cus-
tomers without ever informing other poten-
tial customers that the water was being sold.
Moreover, the water was sold at extremely
low rates, which constitute a further pub-
lic subsidy, even though the Bureau un-
questionably had the authority to require
repayment at the current cost of delivery,
as required by law.

It is particularly important that all con-
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tracts be subject to this review. I have in-
formed Secretary Andrus that the proposed
regulations appear to exclude temporary
contracts. This is profoundly unwise, be-
cause these contracts total many millions
of acre feet annually, and clearly must be
subject to review. Adequate public notice
of the signing of temporary contracts in
1976 by the Bureau in California could
have led to the disapproval of some, with the
effect of having carried over some additional
yield in our reservoirs for what was already
threatening to be a severe drought in 1977.
Instead, virtually all the avallable water was
sold on a “surplus" basis In 1976.

COOPERATIVE EXCLUSION

Earlier I mentioned that no more than 640
acres should be able to be farmed together
under the Reclamation Act. I belleve it
would be wise to provide an exclusion from
this restriction in the case of land which
is owned or farmed Jointly as a cooperative
venture. Clearly, this sectlon would have to
be very carefully drawn so as to exclude
specious *‘coops’. But the workability of some
of the farmworker coops in the Salinas Valley
in Callfornia have established a model which
I think should be encouraged in the Rec-
lamation program.

PROHIBITION ON OWNERSHIP OF MORE THAN
320 ACRES IN MORE THAN ONE DISTRICT

Currently, there are a number of major
farm Interests which circumvent the Rec-
lamation Act by owning large amounts of
land in more than one district, often in
other states. This allows them to accumulate
many times the permissible amounts of acre-
age. I belleve that any new law should re-
strict ownership to 320 acres on all lands
served by federal water.

FEDERAL PURCHASE OF EXCESS LAND

My legislation will authorize the Secretary
of Interior to purchase each year up to 3315
percent of the excess lands which are avail-
able for sale that year. These lands would
then be available for resale or for lease to
family farmers who could not afford to pur-
chase them under normal market conditions
under special conditions. This procedure
would assure the dispersal of land to many
who otherwise could never hope to acquire
farms.

In the Westlands District, the current ap-
proved price for an acre of land, I belleve, is
about $750. If we assume that excess lands
will be sold in parcels of 320 acres, the cost
of acquiring the tract would be in excess of
a quarter of a million dollars, not including
additional costs which could be added on for
improvements and equipment. I suggest that
very few potential family farmers could even
begin to compete for that land at such
prices. I would further note that the legis-
lative proposals which would up the acreage
limitation to the area of 1000 acres, or more,
would necessarily have the effect of pricing
excess land out of the economic reach of all
but a very select few.

- L] - L] L]

Mr. Chairman, these proposals constitute
the outline of a substantive reform of the
Reclamation law. I have little doubt that
some of them could be perfected. Neither
have I any doubt whatever that both we
in the Congress, and those in the Depart-
ment of Interior, lack today the thorough
data base upon which we must rely before
formulating this new law. It is golng to
take us some time, and great effort, to as-
semble that information, but the resulting
reforms will be far better for our effort.

In conclusion, I would strongly re-em-
phasize my opening comment that the prob-
lems which confront us in amending the
Reclamation Act go far beyond acreage lim-
its or residency tests. If those portions of
the 1902 Act are to be '“modernized’”, then
all other facets of the program must sim-
ilarly be opened to congressional scrutiny
and amendment. Failure to address these is-
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sues will overlook years of investigation and
study which points to the need to reform
the Reclamation program comprehensively
for the benefit of the farmer, and the pro-
tection of the public trust.

ONE OF THE PRINCIPAL ARCHI-
TECTS OF THE KENNEDY-JOHN-
SON TAX RATE CUTS TESTIFIES
FOR ENACTMENT OF THE KEMP-
ROTH TAX RATE REDUCTION ACT

HON. JACK F. KEMP

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, one of the
principal congressional staff architects
of the Kennedy-Johnson tax cuts testi-
fied last week before the Senate Finance
Committee in support of enacting the
Tax Rate Reduction Act, the Kemp-
Roth bill.

Dr. Norman B. Ture, who helped de-
vise the dollar revenue feedback justi-
fications for that cut for the then-chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and
Means, Wilbur Mills, testified that the
Kemp-Roth bills, H.R. 8333 and S. 1860:

. . . constitute one of the most construe-
tive and exciting tax policy developments in
the past decade and a half. Enactment of
these bills, by reducing marginal income tax
rates on individuals and corporations,
would materially reduce the existing tax
biases against market-oriented personal
effort and private saving. The consequences
thereof would be substantial increases In
employment, production capacity, output
and real wages, and total income.

The question has been asked in recent
weeks: What economists, what noted
authorities on tax policy and the con-
sequences of tax amendments support
the Kemp-Roth bill. Well, here is one,
and one not alone. He joins the ranks of
those many others reflected in last week'’s
testimony before the Senate committee
and detailed in the materials I have
added to the debate through putting
them in this record of our proceedings
in recent weeks.

The Ture testimony follows:

STATEMENT BY NorRMAN B. TURE

The Roth-Eemp bills, 8. 1860 and H.R.
8333, respectively, constitute one of the most
constructive and exciting tax policy devel-
opments in the past decade and a half. En-
actment of these bills, by reducing marginal
income tax rates on Individuals and corpo-
rations, would materially reduce the existing
tax bilases against market-oriented personal
effort and private saving. The consequences
thereof would be substantial increases in
employment, production capacity, output,
and real wages, and total real income. As-
suming the monetary authorities could curb
their penchant for accelerating expansion
of the money stock, the strong increases in
output would significantly dampen both ex-
pected and realized inflation. The substan-
tial increases in private-sector employment
which would result would afford a solid basis
for decelerating the growth in Federal spend-
Ing

The design of the proposed tax reductions
is refreshingly simple—just reduce marginal
tax rates. Roth-Kemp, moreover, 1s blessedly
free of the usual tax “reform" encumbrances
which, once the rhetoric is peeled off, are
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revealed merely as increases In the tax bur-
dens on middle- and upper-income-level in-
dividuals and on companies; Roth-Eemp
provides the truest and most basic reform—
reduction in marginal tax rates. And Roth-
EKemp makes no spurlous pretenses about
simplification; the bills truly provide greater
simplicity—they simply reduce tax rates.

It is clear, surely, that there ls,nu damn-
ing with faint praise in my endorsement
of the Roth-Eemp proposal. On the other
hand, excessive clalms on its behalf should
be avoided. It is not the ultimate tax leg-
Islation. It would leave & substantial blas
against private saving in the tax system.
While it would reduce their severity, it does
not directly address a large number of struc-
tural tax problems. For example, the prob-
lem of double taxation of returns to capi-
tal going through the corporate conduit
would remain, urging that more significant
corporate rate reductions than those pro-
posed in the bills are very much in order.

Certainly the most excessive and trouble-
some claim made on behalf of Roth-Kemp
is that thls massive Income tax reduction,
larger by far than anything we've ever ex-
perienced, would result in increases in Fed-
eral tax revenues. Permit me to examine
this question before turning to a brief quan-
titatlive analysis of the bill's economic
effects.

The enactment of the Roth-Eemp tax cuts
would not Increase Federal tax revenues
compared with amounts which would be
realized under present law. On the con-
trary, Roth-Kemp would result in substan-
tial revenue losses.

I know of no analytical or empirical basis
for asserting that individual tax rate reduc-
tions, averaging about 30 percent, would in-
crease rather than decrease tax revenues.
In the last few months, considerable atten-
tion has been given by the media to a popu-
lar and hyperbolized version of a well-estab-
lished principle in public finance theory
that households and businesses will change
the composition and volume of thelr activi-
ties In response to tax changes. These
changes in economic actlivities mean that
the net effect on tax revenues will differ
from the so-called first-level or initial-impact
revenue estimates which are customarily pro-
vided. It follows from this principle that a
tax may be imposed at a rate so high that
changes in revenues will be in an opposite di-
rection to changes in the rate. For example,
one can conceive of an income tax imposed
at so high a rate that a modest reduction
in the rate would result in an increase in
the revenues it produces. This would result
if the rate reduction were to impel a sig-
nificant increase in the supply of labor and
capital services. This, in turn, would partly
depend on the elasticity of the labor supply
with respect to the after-tax real wage rate
and on the elasticity of saving with respect
to the after-tax real return to capital.

Some rough arithmetic suggests how im-
probable is the notion that the proposed tax
reduction would entail no revenue loss. The
proposed Individual rate cuts average about
30 percent. To avold any loss in individual
income tax revenues, taxable individual in-
come would have to increase by a little more
than 40 percent. Even allowing for substan-
tial increases in wage rates, this would re-
quire enormous increases in employment and
in the amount of capital inputs—on the or-
der of 40 percent in each case. Such in-
creases imply elasticities of the supply of
labor and of saving which are multiples of
the actual estimated elasticities.

There should be no mistake on this score:
Roth-Kemp would result in significant reve-
nue losses. As shown in Table I, when fully
effective in 1981, and taking account of the
expansion of economic activity resulting
from Roth-Kemp, the net-of-feedback reve-
nue effect would be a loss of about $40 bil-
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lion (in constant 1977 dollars). Ten years
after enactment, Federal tax revenues would
be $53 billion less than the projected amount
under present law.

The very magnitude of this net-of-feedback
revenue loss Is, in fact, one of the principal
advantages which should be clailmed for the
proposal. Roth-Eemp should be seen as a
kind of Federal Jarvis-Gann. Just as Propo-
sition 13 imposes on government officials in
California the necessity for reassessment of
priorities, for economizing in government's
preemption of privately owned resources, so
too would Roth-Kemp impel some serious,
real effort to slow the growth in spending by
the Federal government. Moreover, the very
substantial increases in employment, output,
and income which would result from Roth-
Kemp would surely undercut the specious
notlon that ever larger annual additions to
Federal spending are necessary to provide an
adequate number of jobs.

Even if the enactment of Roth-Eemp
failed to push the Executive branch and the
Congress to some constructive economizing,
that is, even 1if the Federal policy makers
accept huge deficits as the appropriate fiscal
way of life, the proposed tax reductions
would have a strongly expansionary effect on
the economy. As shown in Table 1, employ-
ment (measured on a full-time equivalent
basis) would increase over projected present-
law levels by about 2.1 million jobs in the
first year; 10 years later, in 1988, there would
be more than 5.6 million additional jobs.
These employment gains would be asso-
ciated with major increases in labor's pro-
ductivity and real wage rates: in 1879, the
overall average real wage rate would be 8930
more than its projected level under present
law, and by 1988, the gain would be $1,670.
Complementing the increase in labor inputs
would be substantial additions to the stock
of private business sector capital. Compared
with amounts projected under present law,
gross private domestic Investment would
increase by about 80 billion in 1978 and by
about $166 billion in 1988,

The expanded levels of employment and
real wage rates and the increase in the stock
of capital and the total returns thereto add
up to significant increases in real GNP.
Real GNP under Roth-Kemp would be $175
billion greater in 1979 and $450 billion more
in 1988 than under present law.!

This Committee is aware, I am sure, of the
criticism that has been directed against the
Roth-Eemp tax reduction proposal. This
criticilsm, for the most part, derives from
antique, obsolete notions about how fiscal
changes affect the economy. They are the
same Keynesian notions which disregard the
effects of tax changes on the conditions of

1 These estimates are obtalned from use of
the Analysis of Tax Impacts model developed
by Norman B, Ture, Inc., to analyze and
measure the economic and tax revenue ef-
fects of changes in the tax system. The An-
alysis of Tax Impacts model is a price-
theoretic, dynamic general-equilibrium
model, designed to identify and measure the
eflects of tax changes on the economy and
on Federal tax revenues. The model's equa-
tions are specified in terms of neoclassical
formulations of the determinants of the
economiec behavior of businesses and house-
holds. Tax changes are identified principally
in terms of their impact on the relative
prices of personal, market-directed effort vs.
leisure, of saving and capital formation vs.
Consumption; these impacts alter the condi-
tions of supply of labor and capital inputs,
hence aggregate real output and income. The
effects of the latter changes on Federal tax
revenues are measured to derlve the net
revenue consequences of any specified tax
change. A technical report providing a de-
talled description of the model is avallable
to the Committee upon request.
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supply of factors of production, which look
only to effects on disposable incomes and on
aggregate demand, and which in practice
have proved to be so consistently, harmfully
wrong.

For the long run (the appropriate time
frame for tax policy), the basic determinants
of the economy's progress are the supplies of
labor and capital services and advances in
the state of the industrial arts. Insofar as
tax policy is to be addressed to supporting
and accelerating that progress, it must focus
on reducing the adverse price effects of taxes,
viz., their raising the cost of market-directed
effort relative to “leilsure” uses of time and
of saving relative to consumption uses of
income.

It is in this supply-side context, I believe,
that one should evaluate the estimates of the
Roth-Kemp tax reductions.

The proposed tax reductions would mate-
rially reduce the cost of market-directed ef-
fort relative to leisure. Our estimates of the
resultinz increases in full-time equivalent
employment, shown In Table 1, are based on
statistical estimations of the so-called sub-
stitutions and income effects on both the
participation rate and the average hours per
worker. Certainly the labor force data of the
last few years argue strongly for the plausi-
bility of the employment increases we have
projected.

Similarly, Roth-Kemp would dramatically
reduce the cost of saving and investing rela-
tive to the cost of consumption. To assert a
capital formation response significantly less
than shown in the table is, in effect, to argue
that people's savings and investing behavlour
is irrational, that people are indifferent to

TABLE 1.—ECONOMIC AND TAX REVENUE EFFECTS OF S.

ROTH-KEMP TAX REDUCTIONS

[Dollar amounts in wns.tant 1977 dollars|
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the after-tax return they may obtain in de-
ciding how much of their income to save
and how much to consume.

The estimated increases in the supplies of
labor and capital services, shown in the
Table, argue forcefully against the criticism
that Roth-EKemp would accentuate infla-
tion. The contention that enactment of
these tax reductions would sharply boost in-
flation derives from the mistaken Keynesian
views which ignore conditions of supply and
look only at allezed effects of tax chanees on
demand, principally consumption spending.

Some critics have argued the enormous ad-
ditional deficits resulting from the huge tax
revenue losses would crowd out capital for-
mation. In fact, however, the increase in
private saving out of the very substantial
increase in real income would be great
enough to finance, in real terms, both the
additional deficits and the very large in-
creases in investment shown in Table 1.

Finally, there is the contention that Roth-
Kemp would principally benefit businesses
and the afluent. Table 2 presents estimates
of the distribution of the increases in real
income as between labor compensation and
returns to capital. Just as one would expect,
labor would be by far the principal bene-
ficlary of Roth-Kemp; about two-thirds of
the increase in aggregate real Income would
be in the form of the increase in total labor
compensation.

The real significance of Roth-Kemp, I re-
spectfully submit, is that it offers the Na-
tion a choice. Just about 15 years ago, the
character of this choice was delineated by
the then chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means in connection with the de-

1860 AND H.R. 8333—THE
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liberation in the House of Representatives
over the Kennedy tax cuts. Chairman Mills
said: *. . . there are two roads ... toward a
larger, more prosperous economy—the tax
reduction road or the Government expendi-
ture increase road. There is a difference—a
vitally important difference—between them.
The increase in Government expenditure
road gets us to a higher level of economic ac-
tivity with larger and larger shares of that
actlvity iInitiating in Government—with
more labor and capital being used directly
by the Government in its activities and with
maore labor and capital in the private sector
of the economy being used to produce goods
and services on Government orders. The tax
reduction road, on the other hand, gets us
to a higher level of economic activity—to a
bigger, more prosperous, more efficlent econ-
omy—with a larger and larzer share of that
enlarged actlvity initlating in the private
sector of the economy—in the decision of
individuals to increase and diversify thelr
private consumption and in the decisions of
business concerns to increase their produc-
tive capacity—to acquire more plant and
machines, to hire more labor, to expand
their inventories—and to diversify and in-
crease the efficlency of thelr production.”?

It 15 with respect to this public pollcy
cholce, I believe, that we can and should
most meaningfullv compare today's situa-
tion with that of 15 years ago. The Congress
made the right choice then. Roth-Kemp
provides the opportunity for the right choice
today.

* Statement by Wilbur D. Mills, Chairman,
Committee on Ways and Means, Sept. 186,
1963.

TABLE 2.—ECONOMIC AND TAX REVENUE EFFECTS OF S, 1860 AND H, R. 8333—THE ROTH-

KEMP REDUCTIONS: INCREASES IN REAL WAGES AND IN RETURNS TO CAPITAL!

[Dollar amounts in billions of 1977 dollars]

1978

1381

Increase or decrease (—) in
Employment (1housands of full-time equivalent em-
ployees)

Annual wage rate -
Gross national product (billion:
Total
Business sector.
Gross private domestic investment (billions)_ - _
Consumption (billions)
Federal tax revenues (billions):
Initial impact
Net of feedback

4,500 4,790 5610

Additional wages and salaries Additional gross capital income

As percent of
increase in
“total
income

As percent of
increase in

~ total
income

Amount Amount

l 670

451
358
166
285

1,310 |
337

0 1,200

289
241 2
207 258

8l 79

351

92
113
153

(85)  (94)
(40)  (51)

(113)

(53) abroad.

The figures are the differences between the estimated amount of the respective economic mag-

nitudes under the tax change and under present law in each year.

Amounts shown in parentheses are decreases from present law in that year, not from the pre-

ceding year under the tax change,

! Returns to capital include income imputed to owner-occupied residences and income from

Estimates of employment effects are rounded to the nearest 10,000; estimates of annual wage
effects are rounded to the nearest $10; estimates of effects on GNP, capital outlays, consumption,
and Federal revenues are rounded to the nearest $1,000,000,

The estimates in this and the following tables assume ('l} an annual inflation rate of 6 percent
throughout the 10-yr period, both under present law and under the proposed tax reductions and (2)
no change in the projected trend amounts of Government spending as a resull of the tax reductions.

TABLE 3.—ECONOMIC AND TAX REVENUE EFFECTS OF S. 1860 AND H.R. 8333—THE
ROTH-KEMP TAX REDUCTIONS: INDIVIDUAL TAX RATE REDUCTIONS ONLY

|Dollar amounts in constant 1977 dollars]

1979 1981 1983 1988

Increase or decrease (=) in
Employment (thuusands of full-time equivalent em-

DIOVeRS) L s e e L 1,910 4, 250 4,550 5,350

Co$40 HBO "$1,080 $1,400
292

Annual wage rate
Gross ntallmnal product {blllmns)
otal......

Business sector 240
Gross private domestic investment (btll:ons)_. 221
Consumption (billions).___ __ AT RO 71
Federal tax revenues (billions);

Initial impact (88)

Net of feedback...... (46)

(107)
(49)

(79)
(36)

TABLE 4 —ECONOMIC AND TAX REVENUE EFFECTS OF S. 1860 AND H.R. 8333—THE ROTH-
KEMP TAX REDUCTIONS: CORPORATION TAX RATE REDUCTIONS ONLY

[Dollar amounts in constant 1977 dollars]

1979 1981 1963

Increase or decrease (—)in:
Employment (thousands of full-time equwalent em-

1 ARl e soh ey 200

318!] 5190

Annual wage rate
Gross national pro {b:llmns}
Total.
Business sector
Gross private domestic investment (billions). .
Consumption (billions)
Federal tax revenues (billions):
Initial impact
Net of feedback
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TABLE 5.—ECONOMIC AND TAX REVENUE EFFECTS OF S. 1860 AND H.R. 8333—THE ROTH-KEMP TAX REDUCTIONS: CORPORATION SURTAX EXEMPTION INCREASE ONLY

[Dollar amounts in constant 1977 dollars]

1979 1981 1983 1988

1979 1981 1983 1988

Increase or decrease (—) in:
Employment (thousands of full-time equivalent em-
ployees) N,

Annual wagerate....__._........
Gros;rnallonal product (billions):
of L

T e e

Gross private domestic inve
Consumption (billions)_.__ = P8
Federal tax revenues (billions):

Initial impact.__

stment (billions)

Net of feedback ... - - .. L.

NOTES

The figures are the differences between the estimated amount of the respective economic magni-

tudes under the tax change and under present law in each year,
Amounts shown in parentheses are decreases from present law
ing year under the tax change.

Estimates of employment effects are rounded to the nearest 10,000; estimates of annual wage

in that year, not from the preced-

effects are rounded to the nearest $10; estimates of effects on GNP, capital outlays, consumptions
and Federal revenues are rounded to the nearest $1,000,000,000. @

$15 MILLION FLU VACCINE PLAN BY
HEW

HON. JOHN D. DINGELL

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

© Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
direct the attention of our colleagues to
page 41 of House Report 95-1350, to ac-
company the supplemental appropria-
tions bill for fiscal year 1978, H.R. 13467,
where it is noted that the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare is at-
tempting to move Congress to enact an-
other flu immunization program. This
one will cost the Government $15 million
and is a program for which there is no
authorization. The Health Services
amendments of 1978, H.R. 12370, has not
been acted upon by the House.

There are questions as to whether or
not we may be heading for “another fiu
flasco.” I insert in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp at this point the excellent article
by Jean Carper in the Outlook section of
the Washington Post, Sunday, July 186,
1978, which discusses a previous flu pro-
gram disaster, swine flu, and asks if the
$15 million program in the new supple-
mental appropriations bill may take us
in the same direction.

I urge Members to be alert to this on
the House floor, Thursday, July 20.

ARe WE HeapeEp For ANOTHER FLU Fiasco?
(By Jean Carper)

The same people who brought you the
swine flu vaccine two years ago are now
planning another installment in the con-
tinuing saga of flu vaccines. Clinical trials
are just being completed on a new vaccine
to combat three types of flu expected this
winter: A-Russian, A-Texas and B-Hong
Kong.

As with swine flu vacecine, a special govern-
ment committee recommended the new vac-
cine and the Center for Disease Control in
Atlanta is overseeing its distribution. Wash-
ington will buy the vaccine and give the
states money to carry out the Immuniza-
tions. The CDC is asking for a special appro-
priation of $15 million for the vaccine for
the 1978-'79 program.

And again, as with swine flu, the difficult
questions involved are not receiving the
scrutiny they deserve. Is the vaccine really
necessary? Will there be a flu epidemic? How
many people this time might die from the
vaccine or be unnecessarily injured? In ef-
fect, is this another swine flu flasco in the
maklng?

If the public hasn’t heard much about the
program It's because the government this

time is advancing it without much fanfare.
Government officials do not want to alarm
the public or the four pharmaceutical com-
panies that will produce the vaccine. In 1978,
vaccine makers refused to provide swine fiu
vacine until the government agreed to insure
them against damage suits from side effects.
The CDC says it won't do that this time, but
that manufacturers have agreed to supply
the flu vaccine anyway because the current
program is more limited.

Instead of trying to vaccinate the entire
population, which was the goal of the swine
flu program, the government will attempt
to reach only those who have a “high risk"”
of contracting and dying from flu: the
elderly and children and adults with under-
lying chronic problems such as heart, lung
and kidney disease. This is about 42 million
people.

However, during the '"78-'79 flu season, the
government plans to reach only 40 percent
of those at high risk, or 17 million people,
including 2.5 million children. (Washington
hopes half of those at high risk will be im-
munized by private physicians.) That is one-
third as many as were vaccinated against
swine flu before the mass-immunization was
abruptly cancelled at the end of 1976.

Nearly everyone admits the swine flu pro-
gram was a disaster. Only one person died of
swine flu, but 120 died of reactions asso-
ciated with the flu shots. Also, the vaccine
induced a side-effect the government said it
never anticipated: Guillain-Barré disease, a
neurological disorder that can cause tem-
porary or permanent paralysis or death. Re-
cently, Joseph A. Califano, Jr., secretary of
Health, Education and Welfare, called Guil-
llan-Barré "a tragic consequence of the
swine flu program” and said the government
would compensate victims regardless of
negligence questions. So far 439 Guillian-
Barré victims have filed damage claims for
$365 million, and an additional 961 persons
have filed claims for other damage from the
flu vaccine, for total claims of 8775 million.

Ironically, on the day Califano announced
this partial clean-up of the swine flu mess,
he and his staff were personally lobbying
members of Congress to approve the $15
million appropriation for the new flu vaccine.

Questions about the new vaccine project
are all the more important because it is po-
tentially more radical in public health terms
than swine flu vaccine was.

The government does not intend the new
vaccine as a one-time, hit-and-run enter-
prise. For the first time, the government Is
proposing to institutionalize flu shots as
part of a permanent federal program that
includes routine child immunizations con-
ducted every fall by the states. Ordinarily,
children are immunized only against pollo,
rubella, diptheria, tetanus, pertussis, mea-
sles and mumps. Now a certain number
would also get flu shots. Further, they would
get them as needed every year or two, since
unlike other vaccines, flu vaccine does not
confer a long-term or lifetime immunity.

This is a significant departure from the
past, as the committee of experts stressed
in its January report that recommended the
vaccine. They noted it would be the first
“organized federal support for influenza im-
munization” except for the swine flu pro-
gram. The committee also made clear that
such a limited program is only a first step,
predicting that once the program is initiated
successfully for high-risk indlviduals, it
could “reasonably” be expanded to include
healthy Americans.

So far the $15 milllon request has whizzed
through the House health appropriations
subcommittee with hardly a murmur of dis-
sent. Only Republican Rep. Robert Michel
of Illinois asked about compensation for
victims. Reportedly, Democratic Rep. Daniel
Flood of Pennsylvania, the subcommittee
chairman, dampened discussion by noting
that Secretary Califano had made a *'personal
request” for approval of the money. Sources
in Congress also say Califano’s staff “worked
the halls,” lobbying exceptionally hard for
the appropriation.

The measure still has to survive other
House votes and the Senate, but there is
only scant indication of resistance. Ripples
of concern have come from Republican Sens.
Richard Schweiker of Pennsylvania, Jacob
Javits of New York and John H. Chaffee of
Rhode Island, who asked the health and
sclentific research subcommittee headed by
Democratic Sen. Edward M. Kennedy of
Massachusetts to hold hearings on the flu
program'’s advisability. Democratic Sen. War-
ren G. Magnuson of Washington, chairman
of the Senate Appropriations Committee—
who could stop or delay the appropriation
until it's too late for effective distribution
of the vaccine—has not yet made up his
mind about the issue, according to an aide.

Outside the federal government, though,
there is opposition. Anthony Morris, a former
virologist with the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration's Bureau of Biologics, calls the pro-
gram “foolish, nonsensical and dangerous.”
He claims: "There’s no major difference be-
tween the swine flu program and the Russian
flu program" except that the latter will be
integrated into childhood immunizations.

Morris, who spent 25 years working on
respiratory diseases and vaccines, was fired
in 1976 by Alexander Schmidt, then head of
FDA. Morris, who is seeking reinstatement,
contends he was fired because he tried “to
warn superiors and the public about the
dangers of the swine flu vaccine before It
was distributed. Morris’ bosses say he was
dismissed because he was incompetent.

Additionally, some states are resisting. New
Jersey has refused to participate. Only 32
states have definitely agreed to include flu
shots in their fall immunization programs,
despite HEW's offer of grants to pay for
them.

WILL THERE BE AN EPIDEMIC?

The major issues which need to be ex-

amined are:
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Will there be a flu epidemic of the type
the vaccine is designed to combat? As his-
tory illustrates, nobody can say for sure.

Flu viruses are tricky because they change
or mutate from one year to the next, But
the CDC's director, Willlam H. Foege, says &
virus that's around one year is likely to reap-
pear the next. Thus the rationale for this
year's vaccine is that last year Russian flu
showed up in every state, and A-Texas also
cropped up. There were no reported cases
of B-Hong Kong, but the government still
thinks there could be outbreaks this year
and has included it as a precaution.

How serious the outbreaks might be is
questionable. Critics note that Russian flu
last year was a “mild disease” that primari-
ly struck youngsters who quickly recovered.
For example, a pediatrician in Denver re-
ported that of eight patients who were in-
fected, only five even developed a fever, Last
year there were no ‘“‘excess” deaths from
Russian flu either in this country or in
Russia.

Nevertheless, Dr. Foege calls the chances
for an epidemic this winter “very great”
and predicts that the federal vaccine project
could save 1,200 lives. He agrees, though,
that the epidemic may not occur. “It's im-
possible to predict with certainty in any year
elther extent of influenza activity or which
virus may become prevalent,” he told Flood's
subcommittee. “Therefore, any decision to
vaccinate carrles with it an inherent ele-
ment of uncertainty regarding the effective-
ness of the vaccine in protecting against the
next year's prevalent influenza virus.”

How effective will the vaccine be?

According to government sclentists, the
effectiveness of the vaccine depends on how
closely the antibodies from the vaccine
match the antigens of the prevalling viruses.
If the virus’ makeup changes significantly,
the vaccine is virtually useless. Thus, a vac-
cine is usually considered a perfect foll only
for the flu virus that was around the pre-
vious year.

Even the most optimistic predict that a
flu vaccine generally protects only 80 per-
cent of those vaccinated, and that is if the
antigen-antibody “match” is good. If the
“match"” is poor, according to the govern-
ment’s advisory committee, the wvaccine
could protect as few as 10 to 30 percent
of those vaccinated.

As proof that a flu vaccine works, the
CDC cites a study done last year at a Dade
County, Fla., nursing home. Of those vac-
cinated, only 7 percent came down with
A-Victoria flu. Of those not vaccinated, 41
percent got the flu. Therefore, the govern-
ment concludes that the vaccine was “83
percent effective” because it reduced the
number of cases by that portion.

Morris says that study has never been
published and that its conclusions have been
disputed. Further, he says there are nu-
merous published studies showing that fiu
vaccines don't work. From 1960 to his firing,
Morris’ job with the government was to
evaluate the effectiveness of vaccines, and
he flatly states he has never seen a flu vac-

_cine that worked. As evidence, he cites a
report in the Journal of the American Medi-
cal Association, noting that in a 1969 influ-
enza epidemic in Alaska, 78 percent of those
vaccinated got sick, about the same per-
centage as those not vaccinated. Another
JAMA-published study of vaccinations of
residents of & home for the aged concluded:
“Disease incidence had no discernible rela-
tionship to vaccination.” A 1969 interna-
tional conference on the Hong Kong flu re-
ported that the effectiveness of some vac-
cines was nil.

Government scientists argue that if"a flu
vaccine doesn't work well, it's because the
anticen has shifted or the dosage was in-
correct.

In Morris’ view, the flu vaccines in this
country—unlike other vaccines—are inher-
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ently defective. His reason: the mechanism
by which a flu vaccine tries to protect is
not suitable for combatting flu viruses. He
notes that viruses causing such diseases as
polio and measles are invasive; they must
enter the blood stream to cause illness. “But
influenza,” he contends, “is a localized dis-
ease, You breathe in the wvirus, it attacks
the surface of the lung and infects more
and more cells. It does not need to get in the
bloodstream to cause disease.” Therefore,
Morris maintains, putting antibodies in the
bloodstream—as filu vaccines do—is futile
because they don't reach the proper targets.

The U.8.8.R., says Morris, does use a highly
effective live flu vaccine that's inhaled and
deposits antibodies on the surface cells of
the lungs. But Morris says it's too dangerous
for use here. For one thing, it often causes
influenza, especlally in children, at rates
that would be unacceptable in this country.

Dr. Alan Hinman, director of the CDC's
immunization division, agrees that local
antibodies in the respiratory tract would be
an advantage, as Morrls suggests, and says,
“When we develop better virus vaccines we
may be able to do that.” (The National In-
stitute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases is
working on a live flu vaccine.) In the mean-
time, Hinman insists that existing injection
vaccines do offer protection elther because of
circulating antibodies or another unknown
factor. “There's a lot about the dynamics of
influenza that we really just don't know,”
he adds.

As for the new wvaccine specifically, Dr.
Hinman claims the vaccine has proved effec-
tive in clinical tests by stimulating the pro-
duction of adequate antibodies in 70 to 80
percent of those tested.

Morris charges that in some instances, ac-
cording to data presented to sclientists at a
recent meeting in Atlanta, the antibody pro-
duction met standards in only 50 percent of
youngsters tested, even after a second shot,
and that much data on safety and effective-
ness are still not available. Further, there's
a question whether the government’s trials
provided an adequate sample. The govern-
ment’s protocol stated that 4,605 persons were
“required” for the tests, but only 2,066 par-
ticipated. Also, the vaccine was tested in
only 316 children under age 13, 40 percent
of the “required” number. Morris says that
the new vaccine has been improperly tested
by the government’s own standards, and that
there are less scientific data avallable on it
than there were on swine flue vaccine.

A government spokesman, however, de-
clared the vaccine “safe and effective.”

What are the dangers in the vaccine?

Vaccines routinely used on children virtu-
ally never have serious side effects; the ex-
ception is polio, which is induced in about
one of every 5 million vaccinations. The
story is not the same with flu vaccines. CDC
officials, testifying before congressional com-
mittees, have acknowledged that the chance
of getting Guillain-Barré from flu vaccine,
including the new one, is about 1 in 100,000
immunizations. Five percent of the stricken
will die, while an estimated 80 percent will
recover completely.

That means that 17 million vaccinations
would produce about 170 cases of Guillain-
Barré. Morris says that, compared with the
nonvaccinated population, the elderly who
take the vaccine are nine times more apt to
contract Guillain-Barré. The risk in children
with chronic disease is 5 times more, and in
adults with chronic disease from 8 to 16
times more. Additionally, Morris considers
Guillain-Barré only one possible adverse
effect. He predicts that 100 out of every 100,~
000 vaccinated—or 170,000 out of 17 mil-
llon—would suffer such other neurclogical
disturbance as transient or persistent head-
aches and vision dysfunction.

On the other hand, Dr. Foege maintains
that the increased risk from vaccine is worth
it. “The risk of death in the general popula~-
tion from flu is 400 times greater than the
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risk of dying from any complication from
a flu vaccine,' he says, adding that the threat
to the “high-risk™ group to be vaccinated is
even greater.

Who will assume liability for harm?

The lack of resolution on that question
has caused some state health officlals to
oppose the program. The Association of State
and Territorial Health Officials, comprised
of chief public health officials in 50 states,
estimates there will be 455 damage claims
amounting to $228 million. They are afraid
that Washington is trying to wriggle out of
any responsibility, leaving them with the law
suits and settlements.

Richard I. Beattle, HEW's deputy general
counsel, has assured Congress that the fed-
eral government will not write a blank check
for damages, as it did for Guillain-Barré in
the case of swine flu and that it will not
assume any legal responsibility at all. HEW
will require vaccine recipients or their legal
guardians to sign an “informed consent”
document, stating that they understand the
risks, The risks, including the possibility of
Guillaln-Barré, will be clearly spelled out,
according to the government. Having ful-
filled its “duty to warn,” as it does with other
childhood vaccines, the government, accord-
ing to Beattle, is off the hook.

Both Joanne E. Finley, health commis-
sioner of New Jersey, and Ronald Altman, &
spokesman for the assoclation, told Flood's
subcommittee they thought that unfair,
They asserted that victims will have to be
compensated for injury and that the “ex-
tremely large burden" for doing that would
probably fall on the states. They urged the
government to set up a compensation fund
as a national policy and said, until that hap-
pens, they will continue to oppose the flu
vaccine program. Morris thinks it's immoral
for the federal government to use its con-
siderable power to encourage people to get
vaccinated and then desert them if they are
harmed.

Another fear Morris and Finley share is
that the highly successful childhood im-
munization programs might be hurt, both
by diverting personnel from them to flu shots
and by engendering a fear of dangerous re-
actions that is absent in other immuniza-
tions. Morris thinks it would be tragic if
children were deprived of worthwhile vac-
clnes because parents develop a fear of all
vaccines.

The CDC says that is unlikely, citing a
public opinion poll showing that, despite
the swine flu disaster, the public developed
no distrust of childhood shots and only a
slight distrust of flu shots. According to that
poll, before swine flu, 55 percent of Amer-
icans sald they would take the flu shot. This
year, 53 percent sald they would take a flu
shot if it were recommended.

The ultimate question is whether the risk
is worth the benefit.

In Morris' view there is all risk and no
benefit. According to the government’s fig-
ures, the benefits could range from very great
to very small. Assuming the government's
best case—that 17 million get the wvaccine
that is protective in 80 percent of them, and
that the vaccine “match” is a high 80 per-
cent—11 million Americans would be im-
mune to flu, or 65 percent of the target group.
If the vaccine is a poor “match,” as few as
1.5 million might be protected. Thus, any-
where from 6 million to 15.5 million might
unknowingly take a risk with no benefit at
all.

Also, New Jersey's Finley complains that
the program will immunize so few people
that “it could in no way impede the spread
of influenza.” If the right kind of flu doesn't
materialize, the whole program is a bust, and
several hundred people end up the victims
of a government miscalculation. The govern-
ment argues that the same could be true if
its program is scuttled.

Once a permanent influenza program Is
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instituted, it would be difficult to rescind. If
Congress is going to ask questions, they
should do it now as they did not do two years
ago when HEW started beating the drums
for a swine flu pandemic that never came.@

e e

FOOD LABELING: NO PLACE FOR
SECRETS

HON. BENJAMIN S. ROSENTHAL

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. Speaker, the
inadequate, inconsistent and uninforma-
tive state of food labeling today is scan-
dalous. Approximately one in four Amer-
lcans must know what is in the food he
or she eats, yet all too often there is no
way of finding out. Food manufacturers
treat their lists of ingredients as classi-
fled secrets in many cases, even to the
point of ignoring the pleas of parents of
children with food allergies.

As a long-time proponent of full dis-
closure ingredient labeling, I am pleased
that the House Commerce Subcommittee
on Health and the Environment has
taken an important step toward solving
that problem. It is holding hearings this
week on food labeling legislation, includ-
ing a bill introduced by the subcommit-
tee, H.R. 10358, and my own bill, H.R. 42,
the Consumer Food Labeling Act.

I am inserting in the REcorp, at this
point, my testimony before the subcom-
mittee today.

TesTiMONY OF HoN. BENJAMIN S. ROSENTHAL

Mr. Chairman, I appreclate this opportu-
nity to appear before you today to urge adop-
tion of comprehensive food labeling legis-
lation. Americans have a right to know what
is in the food they eat. In fact, according to
& General Accounting Office report, millions
of Americans, for health or religious reasons,
must know what is in their food. Indeed,
given the growing awareness of a link be-
tween our diet and the high rates of cancer
and other diseases in this country, it is a
disgrace that we continue to allow gaping
loopholes in federal food labeling laws. We
must not allow corporate convenience to take
precedence over the health and safety of
millions of Americans.

There are today at least 284 food cate-
gories that are exempt from listing some of
their ingredients. The Food and Drug Ad-
ministration has established “standards of
identity for such foods. There are certain
ingredients which these foods must contain
but need not label. There are other ingredi-
ents which they may contain and need not
label and there are still more ingredients
which they may contain and must label.
This maze of ocutmoded regulation leaves
consumers ignorant and often misled—to say
nothing of possibly very ill. When ingredients
are listed at all, the consumer is often led to
believe that it is a complete list but, to bor-
row a phrase, “it aln't necessarily so.”"

As a result, tens of millions of people—
at least one in four Americans—who, for
various reasons, must know what is in the
food they eat, are left in the dark. Allergy
specialists estimate that over 7 million
Amerlcans suffer from allergy reactions to
food Ingredients such as milk, eggs, nuts
and monsodium glutamate, Another 23 mil-
lion people have heart conditions and must
avold saturated fats, sodium and caffeine.
There are over 4 million diabetics and kid-
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ney patients who must restrict their intake
of sugar and/or salt, and 25 million people
with high blood pressure must also monitor
their Intake of salt. Others, for religious
reasons must watch their diets. Yet, accord-
ing to the GAO study, 45 percent of stand-
ardized foods are allowed to contain un-
labeled at least one ingedient that must be
avolded by one of these groups of Ameri-
cans.

What makes the situation even more un-
bearable is that some food processors and
manufacturers have in the past refused to
disclose ingredients to parents of allergic
children,

Very often, the only way for consumers
to know what is in the foods they buy is
to carry with them, while shopping, a copy
of Title 21 of the U.S. Code of Federal
Regulations, which lists the mandatory in-
gredients for standardized foods. This vol-
ume, however, consists of 2,426 pages and
may prove somewhat inconvenient.

But even this method won't tell con-
sumers what optional ingredients have been
used. The results can be devastating. A
10-year-old Boston boy, Michael Gryzbinski,
was in the habit of reading food labels be-
cause of his allergies. But the ice cream
he ate at a friend's house one afternoon
in 1973 was exempt from FDA labeling reg-
ulations. It contained peanuts (unlabeled),
a forbidden food for him. The youth im-
mediately went into anaphylactic shock and
died within a few minutes.

I applaud the provision in your bill, HR.
10358, Mr. Chairman, which would require
the listing of ingredients of all foods, in-
cluding those subject to a standard of iden-
tity. I am pleased that it would also re-
quire the specific labeling of artificial color-
ings. These chemicals are among the most
suspect of all food additives. Many have
led to cancer when fed to test animals
and have now been banned from the mar-
ket. The most recent were Violet No. 1,
banned in 1973 and Red No. 2, banned in
1976. There are several questionable ones
still on the market today such as Red
No. 40, Orange B and Yellow No. 5 (tar-
trazene). Under current FDA regulations,
manufacturers must indicate the presence
of artificial coloring in their labeling but
they are under no obligation to specify
which one, These of us who want to avoid
specific additives under suspicion have no
means of doing it short of performing a
chemical analysis on the food we buy.

H.R. 10358 does not, however, go far
enough, Mr. Chairman. Why exempt in-
dividual spices and flavorings from labeling
requirements? Why put the burden on the
Secretary of Health, Education and Wel-
fare to specifically ask for such labeling on
& case-by-case basis? Why not make life
easier for those people who are allergic to
specific flavoring or spices by requiring such
additives to be explicitly labeled?

We consumers have a right to know what
is in the food we eat. This is especially im-
portant today when our foods are inundated
with chemical colorings, flavorings and pre-
servatives. The food industry lcads the foods
we eat with hundreds of millions of pounds
of food additives each year but it largely re-
fuses to tell us what they are. If these chem-
icals are as safe as the food processors claim,
then why treat them as classified informa-
tion? Full disclosure labellng would discour-
age manufacturers from using questionable
food additives and then hiding that fact be-
hind their labels.

Not only should all ingredients on all foods
be clearly labeled, but the percentage of each
and every ingredient should also be set forth:

It would greatly facilitate comparison
shopping if consumers could tell at a glance
what brand of ice cream contained the most
cream.

It would greatly increase the incentive for
food processors to sell more nutritious foods
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if consumers could determine what brand of
chicken soup had the most chicken.

It would greatly assist parents of cavity-
prone children if ready-to-eat cereal manu-
facturers were required to disclose the per-
centage of sugar in their products.

I, therefore, urge an amendment to H.R.
10358 to require that all Ingredients be listed
by percentage on the label. Every ingredient,
no matter how small, Is potentially of great
importance. The burden of exemption, if any,
should not be on the HEW Secretary but on
the manufacturer to prove that a specific
application would be against public policy.

I also recommend eliminating the pro-
vision in the Federal Food, Drug and Cos-
metic Act which states that exemptions be
established if compliance with the reguis-
tions is “impractical” or results in “untair
competition.” This has traditionally been the
loophole clause allowing food producers to
claim that listing all ingredients is not prac-
tical or would divulge trade secrets. Such
claims are usually groundless. Full ingredient
disclosure, including percentage labeling,
would not constitute revealing recipes or
manufacturing processes, nor would it di-
vulge information that a competitor's labs
could not easily obtain. Such loopholes, in-
cluding one that exempts the dairy industry
from revealing the presence of artificial color-
ing, must be eliminated if food labeling
regulations are to have any value.

Even listing all ingredients and their per-
centages is not enough. Changes in a prod-
uct’'s composition must also be revealed.
Many persons become i1l each year because
ingredient changes are made in familiar
products but consumers are not informed.
People who are allergic to certain foods or
additives usually read labels very carefully,
but after using a product for a period of
time, they tend to assume it is the same. A
potentially harmful change, however, could
and frequently has been guietly made by the
manufacturer. The president of the Metro-
politan Washington chapter of the Allergy
Foundation of America has cited several cases
of capital-area children who suffered adverse
reactions after eating or drinking products
whose Ingredients had been changed. All had
used the product for long periods of time and
their parents no longer bothered to check the
label. To remedy this situation, notice of any
change in ingredients must be set forth con-
spicuously on a product’'s label for at least
slx months after such a change.

To those who would argue that this notifi-
cation of Ingredient change would mean
costly relabeling, I would only point out that
there is no such complaint when packers
change coupons, speclal offers and other use-
less information on their labels. Too often
when we see the notice “new and improved"
on a label, all it means is new prices and
improved profits. It's time some of that
wasted space on food labels was put to good
use by sharing with consumers the informa-
tion they need to have when making the
economic, nutritional, health and even reli-
glous decisions that go into a food purchase.

Section 9 of H.R. 103568 authorizes the HEW
Secretary to require nutritional labeling on
packaged foods. Again, this is a step in the
right direction. But why put the burden on
the HEW Secretary? All packaged foods
should contain nutritional information. Ac-
cording to the GAO study, “Many Americans
suffer dietary and health problems due, in
part, to the lack of good nutrition.” The
report goes on to say, "Deflcient diets are
caused frequently by poor food choices re-
sulting, to some extent, from lack of nutri-
tional information on food labels.” Currently,
detalled nutritional information is required
only on fortified foods and foods for which
nutritional clalms are made. Requiring nu-
tritional data (calories, protein, vitamins,
carbohydrates, saturated and unsaturated
fats, sodium, etc.) on all food labels would
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encourage food processors to manufacture
more nutritious foods as well as encourage
consumers to be more nutrition-conscious.
If we want a free and competitive market
to operate when it comes to food, why allow
manufacturers to withhold information as
important as nutritional content?

Section 3 of H.R. 10358 requires food proc-
essors to establish food coding systems iden-
tifying the name of the manufacturer and
packer, the batch number, and the date
packed. This is a laudable provision as it
would facilitate recalls in the case of adul-
terated, contaminated or misbranded foods.
But why allow manufacturers to use secret
codes? The consumer is entltled to know this
information, if only to be better able to par-
ticlpate in recalls should they occur. The
need for this is {llustrated by the Bon Vivant
vichyssolse botulism case. This product was
packed under more than 30 different private
labels, without Bon Vivant's name appear-
ing on one of them—a fact which hindered
that extensive recall because consumers and
even most small retallers did not have access
to the information they needed. The name
and address of the manufacturer, packer and
distributor must be set forth clearly on all
food labels.

I am in full accord with the provision in
section 9 of the bill which requires *“sell-
date" labeling for perishable foods. Such a
provision would help consumers avoid stale
or spoiled products, and it would encourage
competition among supermarkets in their
attempt to provide consumers with the
freshest products avallable. Furthermore, an
amendment to the Food, Drug and Cosmetic
Act requiring open-dating of perishable and
semi-perishable foods would help eliminate
the confusion among exlsting federal regula-
tions, the various state laws and voluntarily
established dating systems. According to the
GAO report, consumers frequently misun-
derstand the meaning of dates used on food
labels today. Therefore, the law should re-
quire the phrase “sell by" to precede the last
date the food package may be sold at retail
(adequate product freshness would remain
for home storage and consumption).

One important food labeling provision I
would like to see included in legislation re-
ported by this subcommittee would require
disclosure by retailers of the unit price of
packaged food commodities. The myriad of
package sizes makes it extremely difficult
for consumers to compare the cost of com-
peting products or to compare the price of
two or more package sizes of the identical
product to determine the real cost and the
best buy. Recent studies cited by the GAO
report indicate that unit pricing provides
valuable objective data which can save con-
sumers more than the cost of providing such
information. This would be especially help-
ful during perlods of rapid infiation. Some
stores currently provide unit price informa-
tion but uniformity and comprehensiveness
are lacking. Consumers are often left un-
aware or mistaken about what unit pricing is.

Furthermore, it is imperative that retall-
ers mark the actual selling price on the
product itself, regardless of the possible pres-
ence of computer pricing codes and auto-
mated check-out facilities. This practice,
known as item pricing, would maintain the
consumer’s ability to double-check the gro-
cery clerk when in the store and to check

prices previously pald on items already in
the home.

I disagree with the section in H.R. 10358
requiring federal pre-emption of state food
labeling laws. We should not prevent state
governments from adopting more progressive
laws. Federal legislation should establish
minimum, not maximum standards.

I do commend the inclusion in the bill
of a provision which would subject alcoholic
beverages to food labeling laws.

In sum, Mr. Chairman, I belleve that H.R.
10358 contalns many useful provisions and
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is a bilg and important step in the right di-
rection. I would like to see it.go a bit farther.
Most of the amendments and changes I have
set forth here today are contalned in a bill
also before this subcommittee, H.R. 42, which
I introduced. I urge the subcommittee to
examine in detall the provisions of that
bill.

Our present loophole-ridden food labeling
laws are an abomination. It is unbellevable
that pet food labels are more comprehensive
than those on foods supposedly fit for human
consumption. Public health specialists ob-
serve more and more a relationship between
our diet and our high levels of certain types
of cancers, between sugar-laden foods and
tooth decay, and between chemical additives
and hyperactivity in children. The least we
can do is require that food processors reveal
what they are putting in our food. Indeed,
consumers have a right and a need to know.
The nation’s leading allergists, nutritionists,
and health professionals have long called for
full disclosure food labeling. For the food
industry to claim that this is unnecessary
government interference with a free market
is ludicrous. How can a free mcrket func-
tion if information so vital to consumer
decision-making is withheld from view? It is
time that food labels serve the health inter-
ests of American consumers rather than
the economic interests of a few major cor-
porations.@

BALANCE(S) OF POWER SERIES,
BOOK IIIA(ii)—NATO'S CENTER
CORE

HON. JOHN BRECKINRIDGE

OF KENTUCKY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

® Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday I placed in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp the first part of an article en-
titled “NATO's Lost Decade,” appearing
in the June 1978 Armed Forces Journal
International, and today I finish this
selection. The article follows:
NATO CENTER'S CORE (CONT.)
LACK OF STANDARDIZATION OF FORCE MIX
AND TACTICAL TECHNOLOGY

NATO nations also failed to improve the
standardization of their force mix and tacti-
cal technology. Vast sums were spent on
force iImprovements and new weapons during
1068-1974, but these were often wasted be-
cause nations spent money on the wrong
capabllity, or spent money on capabilities
that were only useful if adopted on &
theater-wide basis.

The NATO Allies thus had the resources
for full-scale modernization, but the collapse
of U.S. leadership left NATO without the
planning and direction to use these resources
to a common end. NATO failed to develop a
common answer to how its members should
develop their armor and antl-armor capabil-
ity, artillery, mobility, air defenses, attack
airpower, airborne early warning and C? sys-
tems, or naval and anti-submarine forces.

The “standard’” NATO squadrons and di-
vision organization that had been developed
during the period when the U.S. equipped its
Allies through MAP aid collapsed into tech-
nological chaos, an internal arms sales race,
and a rapidly changing facade of high tech-
nology quick fixes. In the process, NATO
falled to use or maintain its past lead in
tactical technology. It not only wasted its
resources, it wasted what had once been a
commanding advantage in tactical tech-
nology.
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NATO'S LACK OF COMMON STANDARDS OF
READINESS AND COMBAT EFFECTIVENESS

For the same reasons, each NATO nation
adopted its own approach to readiness and
tralning. In most cases, each country made
a serles of cuts or compromises that left it
dependent on weeks of warning and bulld-up,
even when its readiness reports to NATO
showed it could achleve readiness in days. No
common approach was developed as to what
kind of unit readiness and training was
needed In the Center Reglon, or how reserve
forces should be structured.

NATO thus became increasingly vulner-
able to an unreinforced Warsaw Pact attack
without dolng anything substantive to cope
with the contingency of a reinforced attack,
or to develop an effective set of integrated
contingency capabilities.

NATO'S LACK OF A COMMON APPROACH TO
LOGISTICS AND WAR RESERVES

The U.S. made NATO loglstics and support
a “national responsibility” in the 1950's to
avold funding such Allied capabllities during
a period when most Allled equipment was
furnished through U.S. military assistance
ald. Unfortunately, the eventual result was
a total lack of coordination and very poor
abllity to provide mutual support.

The U.S. attempted to change this situa-
tlon during the mid-19860s, but it had to re-
duce its support for improved NATO logistics
to occasional 1ip service when it became clear
that any integrated approach NATO plan-
ning would expose the weakness in U.S. ca-
pabilities that had resulted from equipment
and munitions transfers to Vietnam.

SHAPE and the Military Committee did set
new NATO requirements or “standards” for
stocks and war reserves during 1968-1874, but
each member nation largely went its own
way in isolation.

Some natlons in the Center Reglon bought
six *days" of others. Most nations falled to
buy adequate stocks of high cost items like
alr-to-air and air-to-surface missiles, tank
rounds, and anti-tank gulded munitions for
even ten days of Intense combat.

Most Center Reglon natlons also falled to
create effective national logistic and LOC
capabllities to replace the ones lost as a re-
sult of NATO'’s expulsion from France.

NATO'S LACK OF FOCUS ON TNW AND CER
CAPABILITIES

The U.S. replaced NATO's nuclear “trip
wire"” with “flexible response” in name only.
No real planning for theater nuclear warfare
(TNW) or chemical-blological warfare
(CBW) took place between 1967 and 1975,
and no real improvement has taken place in
NATOs capability to wage theater nuclear,
chemical, and blological warfare for a decade.

While NATO has talked and talked about
nuclear war at the political level, 1t has lost
its past lead in theater weapons, and had
drifted into growing inferiority and vulner-
ability.

NATO'S FAILURE TO COME TO GRIPS WITH THE
PROBLEM OF FRENCH WITHDRAWAL

NATO did little to come to grips with the
impact of French withdrawal. NATO nelther
reacted to French withdrawal with realistic
changes in its force structure, nor tried to
create an infrastructure for full contingency
cooperation. This has left NATO uncertain
about the nature of French commitment in
war, and vulnerable to any attack that oc-
curs before such NATO-French cooperation
can be improved.

In spite of the run-down in France's gen-
eral purpose forces, they can still increase
Allled strength by nearly 30 percent.

NATO'S FAILURE TO RESPOND TO CHANGES IN

WARSAW PACT FORCE STRUCTURE

NATO never moved forward after rejecting
the SHAPE assessment of the balance which
could be used to tie NATO force planning to
the best intelligence avallable on the
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strengths and vulnerabilities in Warsaw Pact
tactles, strategy, and force structures.

The U.S. was largely responsible for this
failure. Because of the pressures of Vietnam
and other political needs, it revealed
SHAPE's lack of reallsm with a rigid, con-
sensus-oriented approach to NATO,

The U.S. also killed NATO's fledgling effort
at measuring the relative capability of
NATO and the Warsaw Pact in 1970, when
one such study threatened to expose the
nature of the U.S. run-down of NATO forces
to support Vietnam. The U.S. attempts to
justify its view of MBFR then effectively
stifled serious further analysis of the bal-
ance.

It became impossible to honestly discuss
the balance when each discussion concen-
trated on each member nation’s political
view of what force cut would be most de-
sirable or least harmful.

Equally important, NATO's intelligence
community never evolved the collective se-
curity or counter-intelligence capability it
needed, Every major NATO war plan, every
major study, every sensitive intelligence
document, every assessment of NATO readi-
ness was compromised during 1968-1974.

NATO gave the Warsaw Pact an almost
perfect view of its own capabilities at the
same time it failed to develop the capability
to look at its enemy's strength and weak-
nesses. This was a gift worth billions of
dollars in terms of Warsaw Pact planning
and attack capabilities, It means that the
Pact knows precisely NATO's peacetime and
wartime vulnerabilities to both surprise and
reinforced attacks.

VIETNAM AND THE OCTOBER WAR:
THE LOST DECADE

As George Ball predicted all too accurately
in the mlid-1960's, Vietnam paralyzed U.S.
military policy making at the highest levels,
and left NATO without leadership or direc-
tion. The dedicated efforts of NATO officials
and allied and U.S. staffs placeable decade

that the Helsinki Conference and Henry

Kissinger’s fleeting “year of Europe” did
nothing to redress.

And, then when the U.S. finally emerged
from its slow defeat, it had to re-supply
Israel using much of the remaining war
reserves and unit equipment the U.S. had
prepositioned for “Reforger” or which was
critical to a U.S. build-up in Europe. This
re-supply effort and the Arab oil embargo
again divided the U.S. from its Allies. It
made it even more difficult, if not impossi-
ble for the U.S. to stress Allled force im-
provements when U.S. weaknesses were 80
conspieuously exposed.

Not until 1975 did the U.S. and NATO
begin to fully emerge from these pressures.
The Ford Administration then promptly
took the option of returning to a serious ef-
fort at force planning and a new look at the
balance. The lost years had also had a
critical effect on NATO's ability to think
and plan.

The image of NATO unity that its sup-
porters had fought so hard to preserve
gradually turned NATO and member
country planning Into ritual war dances
around a series of limited force improve-
ment priorities.

It was bureaucratically impossible In 1975
to suddenly look honestly at the balance
after flve years of political and analytic
wrangling over the effect of MBFR: even to
the most dedicated advocates of dolng any-
thing to maintain NATO's deterrent facade,
rather than advocates of real military
capability.

Fortunately, the last three years have seen
major changes in these attitudes. James R.
Schlesinger began a reassessment of the War-
saw Pact threat and U.S. priorities for NATO
force improvements which was inhibited by
the October War, but which formed the
ground work for major progress under Sec-
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retary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld. Secre-
tary Brown has sustained this progress, and
has given NATO a new priority and emphasis.
The FY 78 and FY 79 posture statements
mark & major revitalization of both U.S.
leadership and realism in assessing the
threat.
THE WARSAW PACT BUILD-UP

The Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact faced
no such procblems and uncertainties during
1068-1974. During this period, the Soviet
Union and Warsaw Pact steadily improved
their strategic and theater forces. While
NATO stood paralyzed, the USSR and its
East European Allles slowly eliminated the
basic weaknesses in Soviet and Warsaw Pact
forces which had been the fundamental ra-
tionale for McNamara's rejection of un-
reinforced attack in the early 1960's:

THE SHIFT TO STRATEGIC PARITY

The growth and improvement of Soviet
strategic forces has eliminated U.S. superl-
ority in strategic forces. The exact nature of
the current balance, and of the future trends
in the balance, may be controversial, but
there can be no doubt that the Soviets have
reached “parity” in terms of the impact of
strategic forces cn the defense of NATO.

To paraphrase Henry Klissinger, the United
States now can only use its strategic forces
to reduce the threat of the Warsaw Pact
“murdering” its NATO Allles by risking stra-
tegic nuclear “sulcide,” and the threat of
committing suicide is indeed a poor deterrent
to being murdered.

While the Limited Nuclear Options initially
developed by Defense Secretary James Schle-
singer may make some use of U.S. strategic
forces to support NATO credibility, a strat-
egy of U.S. self-immolation does not seem
a significant counter o Warsaw Pact attack.
EXPANDING THE WARSAW PACT'S NUMERICAL

LEAD OVER NATO

Similar improvements took place in War-
saw theater forces. The balance of major
weapons numbers shifted steadily in favor of
the Warsaw Pact:

The Warsaw Pact overtook NATO in combat
personnel.

The Warsaw Pact
number of divisions.

The Warsaw Pact increased its already mas-
sive lead in tanks,

The Warsaw Pact took the lead in anti-
tank gulded missile launchers, and anti-tank
guns.

The Warsaw Pact reached more than twice
NATO’s artillery strength.

The Warsaw Pact kept its lead in APCs and
AFVs.

The Warsaw Pact overtook NATO in SAM
launchers and alr defense guns.

The Warsaw Pact increased its lead in fight-
ers based in the NATO guidelines area.

ENDING THE QUALITATIVE WEAKNESSES IN WAR-
SAW PACT LAND FORCES

More importantly, the Warsaw Pact elimi-
nated the critical qualitative weaknesses in
its theater forces. The USSR and Eastern Eu-
ropean nations made major improvements in
their Tank and Motorized Rifie Division
structures, Army and Front organization,
and combined arms balance. As the Secre-
tary of Defense reports in his FY 79 Posture
Statement. &

“The Soviets have been expanding the
structure of their tank and motorized rifle
divisions, adding to their non-divisional com-
bat capability (at Army and Front levels) and
modernizing their equipment, most notably
in the 20 divisions of the Group of Soviet
Forces Germany (GSFG),

Since the 1960's, about 1,000 men have
been added to each of the tank divisions, and
approximately 1,500 each of the motorized
rifle divisions.

At least in the GSFG, modern tanks, self-
propelled artillery, new anti-tank guided mis-
sile, armored personuel carriers, attack heli-

increased its lead in
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copters (including the heavily armed MI-24
HIND and MI-8 HIP) and organic alr de-
fenses have been provided in quantity.

About half of the tanks in the GSFG are
the T-62; and the T-64 is now being de-
ployed in significant numbers. . . .

“Approximately half of the armored per-
sonnel carriers in the GSFG are BMFs, more
properly characterized as armored fighting
vehicles than as APCs. The new artillery
consists of a heavy, mobile, multiple rocket
launcher and the self-propelled, armored
versions of the 122mm and 152mm guns, Or-
ganic air defenses are now made up of the
5-60/57Tmm anti-aircraft gun, the ZSU-23/4
fully tracked, radar assisted antl-aircraft
gun and five types of mobile or man-port-
able surface-to-air missiles.”

The gualitative problems and inferlorities
in Warsaw Pact tanks, AFVs, APCs, and ar-
tillery disappeared. The Warsaw Pact reached
overall parity in tank quality. Warsaw Pact
armored fighting vehicles (AFVs) became
superior to U.S. armored fighting vehicles in
both numbers and quality. The Warsaw Pact
acquired armored personnel and cargo lift
capability which was superior to most NATO
Center Region armies at both the unit and
Army/Corps levels.

Warsaw Pact artillery forces began to ac-
quire self-propelled weapons in large num-
bers, and new Warsaw Pact artillery tractors
were deployed which eliminated the past
mobility and endurance problems in moving
forward artillery.

Individual Warsaw Pact artillery weapons
became superior in range, rate of fire, and
barrel life to their NATO counterparts. The
past Warsaw Pact inferiority in artillery mu-
nitions lethality was largely corrected, and
conventional Warsaw Pact artillery rounds
acquired lethality against armored vehicles
equal to that currently deployed “Improved’”
NATO artillery.

Warsaw Pact land forces also acquired mo-
bile air defenses equal or superior to those
at any NATO division or Corps. Soviet com-
bat and support helicopter forces came to
equal those of NATO, and now offer greater
infantry mobility, although they seem to
have inferior anti-tank armament and ma-
neuver performance.

Warsaw Pact combat support forces im-
proved to the point where most armies can-
not approach the surge or sustalned throw-
welght capability of Warsaw Pact artillery
forces at the Division, Corps, or Front level.
Only West Germany has a weapon equiva-
lent to the modern Warsaw Pact's multiple
rocket launcher, and the United States’ new
general support rocket system will not be
fielded for at least 5 years.

Other Warsaw Pact combat and service
support forces also improved sharply In
readiness and capability, and Soviet divi-
sions now have logistic lift per man and
weapon equal to that of NATO units.
APPROACHING QUALITATIVE PARITY IN TACTICAL

AIR FORCE

The Warsaw Pact also developed new fighter
types and air force capabilities, Non-Soviet
Warsaw Pact and Soviet Tactical Aviation
forces have improved sharply in aircraft per-
formance and avionics, and are likely to ac-
quire rough parity with NATO in air defense
and attack capability at some point between
1979 and 1982.

The Warsaw Pact also acquired significant
superiority in air base numbers, dispersal, and
passive and active defenses NATO's technical
“superiority” is now limited to a compara-
tively few high performance fighters, a fading
superiority in avionics, and an increasingly
uncertain superiority in air-to-air and air-
to-ground munitions,

ACHIEVING SUPERIORITY IN NUCLEAR AND
CBW CAPACITY

The Secretary of Defense's FY "79 Posture

Statement notes the shifts issue in theater
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nuclear capability and their effect on the
surprise attack.

“The Soviets have nuclear launchers at
divisional and higher levels.”

“While these are powerful forces, the
Soviets have deployed even longer-range sys-
tems with a theater or peripheral attack
capabllity in the U.S.8R. itself. These sys-
tems include light and medium bombers, the
large MREM and IRBM force which is being
modernized with the mobile §8-20 MIRVed
missile, and submarines and surface ships
armed with ballistic and crulse missiles.
NATO and the United States have hardly any
forces with characteristics substantially com-
parable to this capability on the continent
of Europe. . .

“The largest part of the Soviet theater nu-
clear capability is concentrated against
Western Europe, This concentration, and the
emphasis In Soviet military doctrine on nu-
clear preemption, mean that we must plan
for the possibility that the Warsaw Pact
rather than NATO would be the first to use
nuclear weapons. Such & use might occur at
the outset of a conflict or after a preliminary
conventional campaign. It might be confined
initially to a narrow sector of the front, or it
could be initiated on a theater-wide basls.
In either event, we probably could not count
on significant tactical warning of such use.”

Both NATO's inferiority in long-range nu-
clear strike systems, and {ts inferlority in all
aspects of chemical warfare, increase NATO's
vulnerability to a sudden attack before NATO
forces are warned or dispersed.

CHANGES IN WARSAW PACT TRAINING,
DOCTRINE, AND C°

The Warsaw Pact also steadily improved
its other force capablilities:

Soviet and Warsaw Pact. C* targeting,
and battlefield management systems evolved
to the point where they seem to have a capa-
bility which would be equivalent to NATO
systems in large scale combat.

Soviet and Warsaw Pact land and alr
training changed from a rigid and slow em-
phasis on theater-wide mass and numerical
superlority to a highly sophisticated empha-
sls on mobllity, rapid concentration of fire-
power, deep penetration, and tactical flexl-
bility. A rigid emphasis on the lessons of past
wars was replaced with a steadlly evolving
emphasis on operations research and prac-
tical tactical experimentation in the field.

Warsaw Pact training still has many weak-
nesses, and Warsaw Pact armies still have
grave problems in manpower quality. How-
ever, the Pact has improved to the point
where NATO probably suffers from at least
equivalent problems, and there is no clear
reason to believe such problems in force
quality favor the defense. Most significantly,
there is no longer any significant evidence
that either Soviet or Eastern European ex-
ercises, plans, strategy, or doctrine rely on
reinforcement from the rear before an at-
tack. Quite the contrary. Virtually all avail-
able data Indicate that the Warsaw Pact now
concentrates Its planning and training on
fighting without prior reinforcement.

The Secretary's FY 79 Posture Statement
takes a conservative view of the success of
these improvements, but it also notes the
freedom the Warsaw Pact might have to
quietly correct them before launching an
attack:

“These are Impressive augmentations and
improvements, though the exact levels of
GSFG readiness and sustainablility are uncer-
tain Around 20 percent of the enlisted per-
sonnel are new recruits rotated into the di-
vision every six months. Most of their
training takes place within the divisions.
Maintenance and logistic support organic to
the division have been made secondary to
combat capability, and rear-area logistic
support for the divisions is quite skeletal, at
least in peace-time. The Sovlets appear con-
fident, it should be added, that they need not
be prepared for & surprise attack on Eastern
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Europe by NATO. Having the tactical ini-
tiative and being able to choose their own
time, make these difficiencies less serious.”

THE CURRENT BALANCE AND SOVIET INTENTIONS

Given the history that has led to the cur-
rent NATO and Warsaw Pact balance, the
build-up in Warsaw Pact capabilities does
not appear to be particularly intense or dis-
proportionate. The change in the balance of
NATO and Warsaw Pact capabilities is the
result of a steady and well-managed effort at
force Improvement by the USSR and its
cllents, but 1t is also the result of a decade-
long failure of U.S. leadership. The balance
is now as much the result of that fallure as
it is of Soviet actions. Vietnam transformed
an initially sound new NATO strategy and
reevaluation of the threat into force cuts and
an uncoordinated waste of defense
expenditures.

Yet, If history reduces the probability that
the current NATO balance is the result of an
immediate Soviet intention to conquer Eu-
rope, there is no question that the Warsaw
Pact now has dangerous new opportunities.
The U.S. and NATO must now cope with a
Warsaw Pact which has virtually eliminated
the previous weaknesses in its capabllity to
launch unreinforced attacks, and the Soviet
Union has eliminated NATO's shield of stra-
tegic superiority.

Further, the Soviet Union and the Warsaw
Pact have simultaneously improved their
capabilities In virtually every other contin-
gency. They have strengthened their rein-
forced capabilities, and their theater nuclear
war fighting capabllities. The USSR has also
provided Far Eastern forces capable of deal-
ing independently with China, and may be
acquiring a lead in strateglc nuclear forces.

NATO’s problems are not, therefore, sim-
ply the problems of dealing with the present
improvements in Warsaw Pact “surprise at-
tack” capablilities. In fact, “surprise” is an
overworked and ambiguous word. While such
“bolt from the blue” or "“Pearl Harbor’ at-
tacks are possible, they also create the high-
est risk of strategic nuclear war.

The real problem that NATO faces is that
it is now vulnerable to attacks without warn-
ing and cannot count on the time it would
take the Soviets to mobilize and reinforce;
but at the same time, faces a steadily worsen-
ing balance with each day of Soviet build-
up. NATO cannot compensate for this even
if it begins its own all-out build-up simul-
taneously. Moreover, its forces will still have
critical weaknesses and vulnerabilities that
the Warsaw Pact can exploit to achieve “sur-
prizse” for at least several months after a
NATO M-Day. The problem is not one con-
tingency, it is every contingency. There is
also little reason to assume that the Warsaw
Pact bulld-up will not continue. The Soviet
Union is steadlly increasing the efficiency of
its military production and technology, and
has clearly demonstrated it can use its eco-
nomic growth to expand its military forces
without significant ‘“‘consumer" protest or
resistence. The USSR has no apparent incen-
tive to develop the "goal structure” of the
Western democracies, or to match NATO's
military weakness with a cost-effective cal-
culation of the exact reductions it can make
in its own forces or the “counter-weakness’
it can safely afford. All that is currently
known about Soviet soclety indicates that
the Soviets will continue to seek added
superiority of NATO if they can do so at a
reasonable cost and that Warsaw Pact forces
will continue to improve forces at their past
rate.

General Alexander Halg put this very well
in a recent speech:

“What we are facing, is the fulfilling of the
Soviet military-industrial complex. It’s not
because of some change in the mood of
Moscow, or some mindless thing on the part
of the Soviet bureaucracy. It's quite rational,
and has been constant over the past decade.
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“The Soviet Union has modernized its de-
fense forces, increased its manpower 40 per-
cent, and its fire power 130 percent. This has
given them a large residue to answer calls
from the Third World, especlally in Africa.
In the past year alone, they have shipped
more arms to Ethiopla than we did in 20." @

LET THESE PEOPLE GO

HON. ROBERT K. DORNAN

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 19, 1978

@ Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, the fen-
sion mounts. The kangaroo court session
is ended, and Ginzburg and Scharansky
have been sentenced. What does it
mean? Is it an isolated instance of po-
litical repression? Or is it a portent of
something yvet more terrifying, perhaps,
unspeakable? No, the mind cannot bear
to ponder the possibility. We are re-
volted by the thought. But the dark pos-
sibility still haunts us.

Is Soviet Russia in the preliminary
stages of a new terror? Is Stalin “The
Terrible,” long thought dead and buried,
being resurrected—if only in spirit? In
the 1930's, it was the murder of Kirov
that set the stage for the mass killings
that the regime was to initiate. It was
the preliminary trials, with charges of
treason and conspiracy against the in-
nocent, that paved the way for the great
purges of that era. In our best spirits, in
our optimism, in our desire to believe
that such a thing could not happen
again, we may be blinding ourselves to
reality. The Stalinist regime was arro-
gant, primitive, an extension of the de-
monical bloodlust of one man. We hope,
it cannot happen again. Soviet society
has changed. The conditions have
changed. The chemistry of the Soviet so-
cial and political order is somehow dif-
ferent. But then, again, we are brought
up short by the realization that the
massive structure of institutional re-
pression is still there. It is available. It
is tightly disciplined, manned by veter-
ans of the Stalinist bureaucracy. They
could turn on that awful machine once
more. They could set in motion the ap-
paratus of terror, imprisonment and
death.

There are ominous signs, if only for
one segment of the Soviet population:
Soviet Jews. There is yet the possibility
that the full scale machinery of terror
may be turned on—just for them—a
concentrated, surgical persecution. The
pattern terrifies: the threats, the daily
harassments, the persecution of Slepak,
Orlov, Nudel, Ginzburg, and Scharan-
sky.

We, who have known of the holocaust
of World War II, who are familiar with
the murderous work of Hitler, Himmler,
Eichmann, cannot rule out the possibil-
ity that it could happen again. Why?
Because the totalitarian state is always
given to excess. It is itself an excess. And
there is no crime of which it is incapa-
ble. Belsen, Auschwitz, and Dachau are
proof of this. And we must not forget
one fundamental characteristic of the
Soviet regime: it is totalitarian and its
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history is a long record of crimes against
humanity.

The Pharoes of the 20th century mock
justice. They parade their arrogance
and contempt for the United States.
They are drunk with power and the
lust for conquest and repression. And,
like the Pharoes of old, they have begun
in earnest their persecution of the chil-
dren of Abraham. They are unrestrained
by anything but fear of economic and
diplomatic retaliation. That is where the
matter now stands.

Mr. Speaker, in Latvia, Lithuania,
Estonia, and the Ukraine, there have
lived and died millions of unsung Chris-
tian martyrs. Countless men and women,
especially in religious orders, have payed
the most severe penalties for their con-
fession of faith. And now the persecu-
tion intensifies. The Christian nations
of the West cannot standby silently. We
must never forget that the children of
Abraham, the Jewish people, are nothing
less than our spiritual predecessors. Our
obligations in this matter are clear.

Mr. Speaker, if there is one thing the
Soviet leadership respects—if not
adores—in its own peculiar and idola-
trous fashion, it is power. We must deny
them the instruments of power in the
form of technological transfers and trade
benefits. Our sanctions must be firm and
decisive. It is not enough to talk. Talk is
cheap.

Mr. Speaker, on July 18 I was privi-
leged to join four of my colleagues on
the House Committee on Science and
Technology to sponsor an ad hoc forum
for Mrs. Avital Scharansky and U.S.
scientists to speak out against this re-
pression. She was brilliant, moving, and
inspirational. What an absolutely glori-
ous and heroic lady. Also of all the recent
information on the character of the cur-
rent repression, one of the best descrip-
tions is that of Dina Beilina in the July 1,
1978 New York Times. I commend her
stirring observation to the attention of
my colleagues. Like Mrs. Scharansky
her observations are of the same excep-
tional and inspirational quality.
Sovier JEwWRY: "“THE PERSECUTIONS

‘WoRrsE THAN EVER"
To the Editor:

“In a frightening, pogrom-like atmosphere,
the secret police smashed down their door,
vandalized their apartment, attacked, beat
and dragged my parents through an angry,
jeering, anti-Semitic crowd to a walting po-
lice car."” This is from a letter by Alexander
Slepak in Jerusalem. His parents are still in
Russia; the scene he described occurred just
recently.

I can visualize it only too well. The six
Years my fa.mlly and I had been awalting our
exit visa were full of such scenes. Sometimes
it all seems a nightmare, while our present
freedom appears a dream.

Why then did we take the risk? Open and
covert anti-Semitism, lack of Jewish life,
fear that Stalin’s mass terror could return—
these were the reasons.

What I would like most now is just to for-
get it all, wake up from the nightmare and
live an ordinary life in Israel. It is impossible.
All my friends who shared the tribulations

and dangers of these years are still there, and
the persecutions are worse than ever before.

I came to this country at the invitation of
the National Conference of Soviet Jewry to

ARE
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meet as many Americans as I could, and to
explain to them what is happening.

Vliadimir Slepak, a symbol for Soviet Jews,
has been waiting for permission to leave for
eight years, Now he is sentenced to five years
of internal exile for “malicious hooliganism.”
He is gullty of nothing.

Scharansky's case is well known in the
United States. President Carter is in effect
a witness for the defense, having sald that
Scharansky had nothing to do with the
CJIA. This has not yet stopped a trial.
Scharansky has been held incommunicado
for more than 15 months and been refused
legal help. The sentence could range from
10 years imprisonment to the death penalty.

Ida Nudel, a Moscow economist, was
arrested, charged with “mailecious hooligan-
ism'" and sentenced to four years in internal
exile. She has been waiting for an exit visa
for seven years to rejoin her family in Israel.

These last months, the Soviet authorities
have somewhat increased the number of
exit permissions granted: They do it because
they are trying to get American credits.

How then does this agree with this recent
campaign of arrests? The Soviets are arrest-
ing those people who can tell the world the
truth: the Soviet authorities are successfully
operating under a quiet, well-thought-out
and very effective system they have created,
which consists of a series of preventive meas-
ures calculated to apply the brakes and
eventually to stop Jewish emigration from
the US.S.R.

President Carter promised during his elec-
toral campaign to help the Slepak family
leave Russia; and he confirmed this In a
telegram he sent to the Slepaks.

He has interceded for Scharansky. Only
one thing can add welght to the words of
your government leaders—the active back-
ing of the American people. You have this
wonderful democratic mechanism which you
can use to save these people. You can appeal
to your representatives on behalf Slepak,
Nudel, Scharansky and others. This will
help If it is done in time. American help has
always been our source of hope.

Soviet authorities have rushed the Slepak
and Nudel trials to circumvent foreign pub-
lic opinion. They will back out if they see
that Americans are aware of this. It is not
too late to save these brave men and women
from imprisonment.

(The writer is now a resldent of Israel.) @

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Title IV of the Senate Resolution 4,
agreed to by the Senate on February 4,
19717, calls for establishment of a system
for a computerized schedule of all meet-
ings and hearings of Senate committees,
subcommittees, joint committees, and
committees of conference. This title re-
quires all such committees to notify the
Office of the Senate Daily Digest—des-
ignated by the Rules Committee—of the
time, place, and purpose of all meetings
when scheduled, and any cancellations
or changes in meetings as they occur.

As an interim procedure until the com-
puterization of this information becomes
operational the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest will prepare this information for
printing in the Extensions of Remarks
section of the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD On
Monday and Wednesday of each week.

Any changes in committees scheduling
will be indicated by placement of an as-
terisk to the left of the name of the unit
conducting such meetings.

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, July
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20, 1978, may be found in Daily Digest
of today's RECORD.
MEETINGS SCHEDULED

JULY 21
9:00 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Parks and Recreation Subcommittee
To hold hearings on H.R. 12536, Omni-
bus National Parks Amendments.
3110 Dirksen Building
9:30 a.m.
Judiciary
Immigration Subcommittee
To hold hearings on S. 3093, to provide
for the selzure of vehlcles used to
illegally transport persons Iinto the
U.s.
2228 Dirksen Building
10:00 a.m.
Appropriations
State, Justice, Commerce,
Subcommittee
To hold closed hearings on proposed
supplemental appropriations for the
National Telecommunications Infor-
mation Agency.

the Judiciary

5-407, Capitol

Environment and Public Works
Environmental Pollution Subcommittee
To continue oversight hearings on the
implementation of P.L, 94-472, the
Toxic Substances Control Act.
4200 Dirksen Bullding
Finance
To resume markup of S. 1470, proposing
reform of the administrative and re-
imbursement procedures currently em-
ployed under the medicare and medic-
aid programs.
2221 Dirksen Bullding
Human Resources
Health and Sclentific Research Subcom-
mittee
To continue markup of 8. 2755, the Drug
Regulation Reform Act, and S. 3115,
to establish a comprehensive disease
prevention and health promotion pro-
gram in the U.S.
4232 Dirksen Bullding
11:00 a.m.
*Commerce, Science, and Transportation
To hold hearings on the nomination of
Thomas F. Moakley, of Massachusetts,
to be a Federal Marit!me Commis-
sioner.
236 Russell Building
JULY 24
9:00 a.m.
Joint Economiec
Economlc Growth and Stabilization Sub-
committee
To hold hearings on alleged mismanage-
ment of Conrail's perscnnel and finan-
cial resources.
5110 Dirksen Building
9:30 a.m.
Finance
Taxation and Debt Management Generally
Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed tax legis-
lation of general application (S. 869,
1674, 2128, 2393, 2462, 2628, 2825, 3007,
3037, 3080, 3125 and 3301).
2221 Dirksen Bullding
10:00 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Energy Production and Supply Subcom-
mittee
To hold hearings on 8. 3078, providing
financial assistance to certaln States
to ald in the stabilization or disposal
of radioactive materials.
3110 Dirksen Bullding
Judiciary
Administrative Practice and Procedure
Subcommittee
To hold hearings on 8.
Grand Jury Reform Act.
2228 Dirksen Building

1449, proposed
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JULY 256

9:30 a.m.
Judiclary
To hold hearings on the nominations of
Jose A. Gongzalez, Jr., to be U.S. dis-
trict judge for the southern district
of Florida, and Edward S. Smith, of
Maryland, to be an Assoclate Judge of
the U.S. Court of Claims.
2228 Dirksen Building
Joint Economic
To hold joint hearings with the House
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs
Subcommittee on the City to review
economic conditions, and to discuss
the future outlook.
2128 Rayburn Building
10:00 a.m.,
Budget
To hold hearings on the second concur-
rent resolution on the Congressional
Budget for FY 1979.
6202 Dirksen Building
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Business meeting on pending calendar
business.
235 Russell Bullding

Energy and Natural Resources
Energy Production and Supply Subcom-
mittee
To continue hearings on S. 3078, pro-
viding financial assistance to certain
States to ald in the stabilization or
disposal of radioactive materials.
3110 Dirksen Bullding
Governmental Affairs
Energy, Nuclear Proliferation, and Federal
Services Subcommittee
To hold hearings on S. 2189, proposed
Nuclear Waste Management Act.
1114 Dirksen Bullding
Select on Indian Affairs
To hold hearings on H.R. 11092 and 8.
3043, to authorize additional funds for
expenses of the Navajo and Hopi In-
dian Relocation Commission.
2228 Dirksen Bullding
Special on Aging
To hold oversight hearings on Medicare-
Medicald Anti-Fraud and Abuse
Amendments (P.L. 95-142), and the
role of State control units.
1202 Dirksen Bullding
JULY 26
9:00 a.m.
*Governmental Affairs
Energy, Nuclear Proliferation, and Federal
Services Subcommittee
To continue hearings on S. 2189, pro-
posed Nuclear Waste Management Act.
1114 Dirksen Bullding
Joint Economic
Economic Growth and Stabllization Sub-
committee
To resume hearings on alleged misman-
agement of Conrail's personnel and fi-
nanclal resources.
5110 Dirksen Bullding
9:30 a.m.
Commerce, Sclence, and Transportation
Consumer Subcommittee
To hold oversight hearings on auto
odometer requirements.
235 Russell Building
Finance
Administration of the Internal Revenue
Code Subcommittee
To resume jolnt oversight hearings with
the Select Small Business Committee
on operation of the Tax Reduction and
Simplification Aet (P.L. 95-30), and

on Administration proposals for a new
Jobs tax credit.

2221 Dirksen Building
10:00 a.m. ¥

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs

To mark up H.R. 10899, proposed Inter-
national Banking Act.

5302 Dirksen Building
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Budget
To continue hearings on the second con-
current resolution on the Congres-
sional Budget for FY 1979.
6202 Dirksen Building

Energy and Natural Resources
Parks and Recreation Subcommittee
To resume hearings on H.R. 12536, the
Omnibus National Parks Amendments.
3110 Dirksen Bullding
Environment and Public Works
Water Resources Subcommittee
To hold hearings on 8. 1592, to termli-
nate further construction of the Cross-
Florida Barge Canal project.
4200 Dirksen Building
Judlciary
Administrative Practice and Procedure
Subcommittee
To resume hearings on the FBI Charter
as it concerns undercover. operations.
2228 Dirksen Building

Rules and Administration
To receive testimony on S.J. Res. 142,
authorizing the Franklin Delano
Roosevelt Memorial Commission to
proceed with construction of the FDR
Memorial, and other legislative and
administrative business,
301 Russell Building
JULY 27
9:30 a.m.
Judiclary
Antitrust and Monopoly Subcommittee
To resume hearings on conglomerate
mergers and their effect on the econ-
omy, on a communlty, and on em-
ployees.
2228 Dirksen Bullding
Veterans' Affairs
To mark up S. 2828, the Veterans Dis-
ability Compensation and Survivor
Benefits Act; S. 1643 and H.R. 4341, to
eliminate the requirement that the VA
inspect the mobile home manufactur-
ing process; and H.R. 12257, to furnish
memorial headstones to honor certain
deceased veterans.
412 Russell Bullding
10:00 a.m.
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs
To continue markup of H.R, 10899, pro-
posed International Banking Act.
5302 Dirksen Bullding
Budget
To continue hearings on the second con-
current resolution on the Congres-
sional budget for FY 1979.
6202 Dirksen Bullding
Energy and Natural Resources
Business meeting on pending calendar
business.
3110 Dirksen Bullding
Governmental Affairs
Energy, Nuclear Proliferation, and Federal
Services Subcommittee
To continue hearings on S. 2189, pro-
posed Nuclear Waste Management Act.
3302 Dirksen Building
Select Intelligence
To resume hearings to receive testimony
from former Secretary of State Kis-
singr= on S. 2525, to improve the in-
telligence system of the U.S. by es-
tablishing a statutory basis for U.S.
intelligence gathering activities.
5110 Dirksen Bullding
JULY 28
9:00 am.
Energy and Natural Resources
Business meeting on pending calendar
business.
3110 Dirksen Building
9:30 a.m.
Judiclary
Antitrust and Monopoly Subcommittee
To continue hearings on conglomerate
mergers and thelr effect on the econ-
omy, on & community, and on employ-
ees.
2228 Dirksen Bullding
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JULY 31
9:00 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Parks and Recreation Subcommittee
To resume hearings on H.R. 12536, the
Omnibus National Parks Amendments.
3110 Dirksen Bulilding
AUGQUST 1
9:00 a.m.
Judiciary
Improvements in Judicial Machinery Sub-
committee
To hold hearings on arbitration In U.S.
district courts.
2253 Dirksen Building
10:00 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Public Lands and Resources Subcommittee
To hold hearings on S. 2590, to amend
P.L. 91-505, relating to land claims by
the U.S. In Riverside, California, and
S. 2774, to extend the boundaries of
the Tolyabe National Forest in Ne-
vada.
3110 Dirksen Bullding
AUGUST 2
9:00 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Business meeting on pending calendar
business.
3110 Dirksen Building
10:00 a.m.
Governmental Affairs
Federal Spending Practices and Open Gov-
ernment Subcommittee
To hold hearings on the quality of pa-
tient care In nursing homes.
3302 Dirksen Bullding
AUGUST 3
9:00 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Business meeting on pending calendar
business.
3110 Dirksen Bullding
10:00 a.m.,
Governmental Affalrs
Federal Spending Practices and Open
Government Subcommittee
To continue hearings on the quality of
patlent care In nursing homes.
3302 Dirksen Building
AUGQUST 4
9:00 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Parks and Recreation Subcommittee
To resume hearings on H.R. 12536, the
Omnibus National Parks Amendments.
3110 Dirksen Buillding
AUGUST 7
10:00 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Public Lands and Resources Subcommittee
To hold hearings on 8. 24756 and H.R.
10587, to improve conditions of the
public grazing lands.
3110 Dirksen Bullding
AUGUST 8
10:00 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Energy Research and Development Sub-
committee

To hold hearings on S. 2533, proposed
Gasohol Motor Fuel Act,

3110 Dirksen Bullding

AUGUST 9
0:00 a.m.
Commerce, Sclence, and Transportation
Science, Technology, and Space Subcom-
mittee
To hold hearings to recelve testimony
from officlals of the Department of
Energy on nuclear waste disposal.
235 Russell Bullding
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10:00 a.m.
Budget
To mark up second concurrent reso-
lution on the Congressional Budget
for FY 1979.
6202 Dirksen Building
Energy and Natural Resources
Energy Research and Development Sub-
committee
To continue hearings on 8. 2533 pro-
posed Gasohol Motor Fuel Act.
3110 Dirksen Building
Environment and Public Works
Water Resources Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed initiatives
designed to improve Federal water re-
source programs transmitted by the
President in his message of June 7,
1978.
4200 Dirksen Bullding

AUGUST 10
8:00 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Parks and Recreation Subcommittee
To hold hearings on S. 2560, to expand
the Indiana Dunes National Lake-
shore.
3110 Dirksen Buillding
9:00 a.m.
Commerce, Sclence, and Transportation
Science, Technology, and Space Subcom-
mittee

To continue hearings to receive testi-
mony from officials of the Department
of Energy on nuclear waste disposal.

235 Russell Bullding

AUGUST 14
10:00 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Energy Research and Development Sub-
committee

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

To hold hearings on S. 2860, proposed
Solar Power Satellite Research, Devel-
opment, and Demonstration Program
Act.

3110 Dirksen Building
AUGUST 15
9:00 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources

Business meeting on pending calendar
business.

3110 Dirksen Building

AUGUST 16
9:00 a.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Science, Technology, and Space Subcom-
mittee
To resume hearings to receive testimony
from officials of the Department of
Energy on nuclear waste disposal.
235 Russell Building
Energy and Natural Resources
Business meeting on pending calendar
business.
3110 Dirksen Building

AUGUST 17
10:00 a.m.
Foreign Relations
Arms Control, Oceans, and International
Environment Subcommittee
To hold hearings on S. 20563, the Deep
Seabed Mineral Resources Act, now
pending in the Commerce, Sclence, and
Transportation Committee.
4221 Dirksen Building
Judiclary
Administrative Practice and Procedure
Subcommittee
To hold hearings on 5. 1449, proposed
Grand Jury Reform Act.
2228 Dirksen Bullding
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AUGUST 18
10:00 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Parks and Recreation Subcommittee
To resume hearings on H.R. 12536, the
Omnibus National Parks Amendments.
3110 Dirksen Bullding
AUGUST 22
10:00 a.m.
Judiclary
Administrative Practice and Procedure
Subcommittee
To resume hearings on S. 1449, proposed
Grand Jury Reform Act.
2228 Dirksen Bullding
AUGUST 28
10:00 a.m,
Judiciary
Administrative Practice and Procedure
Subcommittee
To resume hearings on the FBI Charter
as It concerns undercover operations.
2228 Dirksen Building
AUGUST 29
10:00 a.m.
Judiciary
Administrative Practice and Procedure
Subcommittee
To continue hearings on the FBI Charter
as It concerns undercover operations.
2228 Dirksen Building

CANCELLATIONS
JULY 20
10:00 a.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Business meeting on pending calendar

business.
235 Russell Building

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, July 20, 1978

The House met at 10 o’clock a.m.

Rev. Peter J. Marshall, Evergreen
Farm, Lincoln, Va., offered the following
prayer:

Father, in these crisis years of our
Republic, we praise You that You called
this Nation into being through our Pil-
grim and Puritan forefathers' faith in
Jesus Christ. And you gave our Found-
ing Fathers the divine wisdom and guid-
ance to institute the most sacred form
of government yet known to man.

We bless You for the privilege of living
in this land, and for the sacred trust
placed in the hands of those who work in
this House. Father, make us worthy of
that trust, we pray You. Grant us the
courage, through faith in Christ, to
stand for the truth revealed in Your
Word, lest we fall for the temptation to
save ourselves and do the politically easy
or expedient thing. We pray, Father, that
You would raise up true national leader-
ship out of this Chamber, will call this
Nation back to being a republic under
Your laws, that we may be a people of
individual integrity and corporate re-
sponsibility—that government of the
people, by the people, and for the peo-
ple may not perish from the face of this
Earth.

In Jesus' name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-

ceedings and announces to the House his
approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that Mr. GarN be a conferee, on the part
of the Senate, to the bill (H.R. 10929)
entitled “An act to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1979 for procurement
of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels,
tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and
other weapons and for research, develop-
ment, test and evaluation for the Armed
Forces, to prescribe the authorized per-
sonnel strength for each active duty
component and the Selected Reserve of
each Reserve component of the Armed
Forces and for civilian personnel of the
Department of Defense, to authorize the
military training student loads, to au-
thorize appropriations for civil defense,
and for other purposes,” vice Mr. ScoTT,
excused.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

5. 3083. An act to extend the authoriza-
tions for the Noise Control Act of 1972, to

expand the quiet communities program, and
for other purposes; and

8. 3107. An act to amend the Bankruptcy
Act to provide for uniform supervision and
control of employees of referees in bank-
ruptey.

THE REVEREND PETER JOHN
MARSHALL

(Mr. BONKER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, it is a per-
sonal privilege for me to formally in-
troduce Rev. Peter John Marshall who
is the son of the former Chaplain of the
Senate, Dr. Peter Marshall, who was
Chaplain from 1947 to 1949,

Peter Marshall was born and raised in
Washington, D.C.

He graduated from Yale University in
1961 and from Princeton Theological
Seminary in 1964.

He was ordained as a Presbyterian pas-
tor in 1965; served as assistant pastor in
West Hartford, Conn., and was most re-
cently pastor of the East Dennis Com-
munity Church on Cape Cod for 10
years. In November 1977 he resigned that
pastorate and is currently conducting a
teaching and preaching mission which
takes him throughout the country.

He is coauthor of a book entitled “The
Light and the Glory,” which concerns
America’s spiritual roots and heritage.

Mr. Speaker, I join with my colleagues
in welcoming Reverend Marshall.

Statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor will be identified by the use of a “bullet” symbol, ie., ®




		Superintendent of Documents
	2020-02-08T04:37:33-0500
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




